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ABSTRACT 

The purpose of this study is to investigate the 
relationships between the two basic factors, progressiviss and 
traditionalisB, that underlie attitudes toward education and the 
range of behavioral objectives which teachers consider isportant for 
student achievesent. The research involves a seasure of teacher 
attitudes toward education and a valuation of behavioral objectives 
in both cognitive and affective dosains representing all levels of 
those objectives in the social studies. One hundred and forty fourth, 
fifth, and sixth grade teachers in Hichigan, interested in the use of 
behavioral objectives, participated. Analysis of the data suggests 
that (1) a significant relationship exists between a progressive 
attitude toward education and a high valuation for the highest level 
affective behavior; (2) there is little evidence of a strong 
relationship between attitude and valuations in the cognitive dosain; 
and (3) a positive relationship exists between a progressive attitude 
and a greater nusber of graduate hours in social studies. 
Isplications for inserviee training of teachers should be drawn by 
those interested in isplesentiiig objectives in the affective dosain. 
(JR) 
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CHAPTER I 



STATEMENT OF THE PROBLEM 
Background of the Study 



Stating the goals and purposes of education by educators, pro- 
fessional organizations » governmental commissions, and curriculum 
committees has long been considered an important facet of educational 
planning. In most cases, however, these statements have been in 
terms so general as to be almost meaningless in providing direction 
for instructional planning (Lindvall, 1964). 

In an attempt to translate the broad goals of education into usable 

and meaningful guidelines fr r instructional decision-making, educators 

such as Bloom (1956), Gagne (1965a), Glaser (1965), Undvall (1964), 

Mager (1962), Popham (1969a), and Tyler (1950), advocate the use of 

measurable behavioral objectives. 

Since the early 1960's, however, a development of major 
significance has been underway regarding the statement of 
instructional goals. Perhaps because of the pioneering 
work in programed instruction or because of general turn 
toward technology in our country, whatever the reason, 
educators have been urged since that time to describe 
their objectives, not in the customary vague manner, 
but in terms of measurable learner behavior. In our 
view this development is one of the most important 
educational advances of the 1900's and signals a very 
significant attack upon the problems of education. 
(Popham and Baker, 1970, pp. 19-20) 



However* not all educators agree with those who advocate the 
use of behavioral objectives. The following. Combs (1972)» Doll, W. 
(1972), Ebel (1967), Eisner (1967a), Kneller (1962), and MacDonald 
and Wolfson (1970), among others, have questioned the desirability 
and value of instructional programs based on precise statements of 
objectives. 

Whether or not one agrees that the sUting of educational objec- 
tives in behavioral terms is desirable, behavioral objectives are being 
written and widely used as the basis for instructional planning. Four- 
teen states presently have educational accountability models in force 
with beha\-io.-'al objectives as their base and twelve more states have 
legislation pending (Lessinger, 1973). Several school systems have 
incorporated behavioral objectives into their curricula (Berger, 1970; 
Esbensen, 1967; Flanagan, Mager, and S banner, 1971; Kapfer, 1968; 
Lieberman, 1971; Lindvall, 1964; Wolfe and Smith, 1968), and banks 
of behavioral objectives are being established from which a school sys- 
tem or an individual teacher may draw objectives to use in instruc- 
tional planning (Popham, 1970a; Wininger and F'ublivover, 1970). 

It follows that considerable time, effort, and funds are being 
invested in the development and use of behaviorally -based instructional 
programs. As more school systems begin to base their instructional 
programs on measurable behavioral objectives, the need for research 
on the effects of such programs on all aspects of the educational 
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■yttem becomes more apparent. 

However, there is relatively little research available on those 
factors involved in the selection of objectives and their use in the 
classroom, in contrast to the extensive amount of literature on be- 
havioral objectives in general. Baker (1967) stated in her study, "The 
attempts to gather evidence regarding the effects of behavioral objec- 
tives in teaching situations have been rare" (p. 16). Both Geis (1972) 
and Lapp (1972) in reviewing the literature on behavioral objectives 
could find very little experimental evidence to support the proposed 
benefits of using such objectives. 

Sullivan (1969) states: 

Obviously, the mere statement of instructional objec- 
tives for a course or unit of instruction is of no use in 
itself. The stated objectives must serve as a referent 
for planning instruction which leads to their attainment 
and for evaluating the success of the instructor and of 
individual learners .... There is a definite need for 
more empirical research data on various procedures 
in curriculum planning and development, (p. 70) 

Lapp (1972) andO'Connell (1971), in particular, provided impe- 
tus for this study. Both recommend further research to identify those 
factors that influence the teacher decision-niaking process in the selec- 
tion of specific behavioral objectives. 

Purpose of the Study 

The purpose of this study is to investigate the relationship be- 
tween the two basic factors, Progressivism and Traditionalism, that 
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underlie attitudes toward education; and the ran^je of behavioral objec- 
tives teachers consider impctant for adents to achieve. 

Specific questions investigated in the study are; when teachers 
rate a range of behavioral objectives as to how important they are for 
students to achieve: 

1. Is there a relationship between the teacher's attitudes 
toward education, progressive and traditional, and 
the importance given to the behavioral objectives in 
the cognitive domain and those within the affective 
domain? 

2. Is there a relationship between the teacher's attitudes 
toward education, progressive and traditional, and 
the importance given to the behavioral objectives at 
the major taxonomic levels within the cognitive do- 
main and those within the affective domain? 

Hypotheses 

Stated in the null form the hypotheses tested in the investigation 

are: 

Hypothesis 1: There is no significant difference between teacher 

attitudes toward education, progressive and tradi- 
tional, and the importance given to cognitive do- 
main behavioral objectives. 

Hypothesis 2: There is no significant difference between teacher 

attitudes toward education, progressive and tradi- 
tional, and the importance given to behavioral ob- 
jectives at each of the major taxonomic levels in 
the cognitive domain. 
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H2a! Tl-.fre is no significant difference between teacher 
attitudes toward education and the importance 
given to behavioral objectives at the cognitive 
level of knowledge. 

H2b: There is no significant difference between teacher 
attitudes toward education and the importance 
given to behavioral objectives at the cognitive 
level of comprehension. 

H2c: There is no significant difference between teacher 
attitudes toward education and the importance 
given to behavioral objectives at the cognitive 
level of application. 

H2d: There is no significant difference between teacher 
attitudes toward education and the importance 
given to behavioral objectives at the cognitive 
level of analysis. 

H2c: There is no significant difference between teacher 
attitudes toward education and the importance 
given to behavioral objectives at the cognitive 
level of synthesis. 

H2f : There is no significant difference between teacher 
attitudes toward education and the importance 
given to behavioral objectives at the cognitive 
level of evaluation. 

3: There is no significant difference between teacher 
attitudes toward education, progressive and tradi- 
tional, and the importance given to affective 
domain behavioral objectives. 

4: There is no significant difference between teacher 
attitudes toward education, progressive and tradi- 
tional, and the importance given to behavioral ob- 
jectives at each of the major taxonomic levels in 
the affective domain. 

H4*: There is no significant difference between teacher 
attitudes toward education and the importance 
given to behavioral objectives at the affective 
level of receiving. 
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Hypothesis 
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H4b: There is no significant difference between teacher 
attitudes toward education and the innportance 
given to behavioral objectives at the affective 
level of responding. 

H4c: There is no significant difference between teacher 
attitudes toward education and the importance 
given to behavioral objectives at the affective 
level of valuing. 

H4d: There is no significant difference between teacher 
attitudes toward education and the importance 
given to behavioral objectives at the affective 
level of organization. 

H4e: There is no significant difference between teacher 
attitudes toward education and the importance 
given to behavioral objectives at the affective 
level of characterization. 

Significance of the Study 
Tyler (1950) asserts that decisions about educational objectives 
are the most important because objectives serve as the criteria for all 
other instructional decisions. If educational objectives form the basis 
for all other instructional decisions, then the major question for cur- 
riculum planners and teachers is: What considerations should be taken 
into account in the selection of objectives? In response to this ques- 
tion, Tyler (1950) identified five factors; one, needs of learners; two, 
needs of society; three, subject specialists; four, philosophy; and 
five, theories of learning. He concluded that: "In the final analysis 
objectives are matters of choice, and they must therefore be con- 
sidered value judgments of those responsible for the school" (p. 3). 
Goodlad, Von Stoephasius, and Klein (1966) take a similar position in 
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that they assert that objectives are drawn from a value position and 
that analysis of that position is basic to appropriate statements of 
objectives. 

McNeil ()969), in a review of the literature of those forces that 
influence curriculum planning and development, identified three broad 
areas that influence the formulation of instructional objectives: sub- 
ject matter, society, and the learner. He asserts that all three fac- 
tors, to varying degrees, influence the stated curricular program of 
the school. 

In addition to the above forces identified by McNeil, the influence 
of the teacher on the stated curricular program of the school has been 
recognized. Oliver (1965) contends: 

Regardless of what a curriculum guide states, the teacher 
makes the final choice as to what will be presented and 
what emphasis will be given to the content, materials, and 
activities selected. Consequently, it is important to ex- 
plore the values of teachers, since they will affect the 
curriculum-in-operation. (p. 103) 

Harnack (1968) places the central forcus of instructional decision- 
making on the teacher: 

Today professionally speaking, the extreme wealth of 
theoretical background and factual evidence in profes- 
sional education indicates the obvious: teachers have 
a firmer base upon which to make choices for the 
learner. . . . Therefore, the teacher--especially the 
teacher--must help to make intelligent decisions re- 
lated to curriculum planning. His decision, in the 
main, will revolve about the screening and selection 
of specific instructional objectives, the identification 
of centers of interest, the identification and organiza- 
tion of subject matter, the selection of instructional 
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techniques and materials, and the selection of meas- 
uring devices to help him realize whether or not the 
objectives were accomplished, (p. 11) 

Baker and Popham (1973) agree with Harnack's statement, but 
add that it is now, more than ever, imperative that educators ques- 
tion the value of desired educational outcomes. They state; 

Recent attention given to the field of instructional psy- 
chology argues well for new emphasis on providing 
teachers with the technical skills they need to accom- 
plish worthwhile educational objectives. But even as 
vre applaud the prospect of more instructionally profi- 
cient teachers, we can contemplate the serious problem 
which such a situation produces. If teachers become 
more skilled at achieving changes in learners, what 
kinds of changes should they pursue? Putting it another 
way, what kinds of goals should our teachers b« trying 
to accomplish? An increase in a teacher's in. tructional 
skill makes it more imperative that he or she pursue 
truly defensable goals, (p. 27) 

In addition, a criticism of the use of behavioral objectives has 
been that '^trivial learner behaviors are the easiest to ope rationalize, 
hence the really important outcomes of education will be under- 
emphasized" (Popham, 1969b, p. 46). Several educators. Cox (1971). 
Ebel (1970), Eisner (1969), Eiss (1970), Miles and Robinson (1971). 
Popham (1969a), and Walbesser (1972), in analyzing sets of behavioral 
objectives that have been written and used by curriculum planners and 
teachers, report that the majority of objectives are at the knowledge 
and comprehension levels of intellectual operations. 



Atkin (1968) states: 



-9- 



Goalt are derived from our needs and from our philosophies. 
They are not and should not be derived primarily from our 
measures. It borders on the irresponsible for those who 
exhort us to state objectives in behavioral terms to avoid 
the issue of determining worth. What the educational com- 
munity poorly realizes at the moment is that behavioral 
goals may or may not be worthwhile. They are articulated 
from among the vast library of goals because they are 
stated relatively easily, (p. 28) 

Responding to the above criticisms, Popham and Bicker (1970) 
contend: 

It is only natural that many examples of operationally stated 
goals are relatively unimportant. The easiest kinds of be- 
havior to ope rationalize are the most simple. . . . But the 
very fact that objectives are stated operationally allows us 
to identify those which are unimportant and to discard them, 
(p. 27) 

According to Popham and Baker (1970) the process of identifying 
important objectives is based on two factors; (1) an analysis of the 
value system of the teacher, and (2) a taxonomic analysis of desired 
learner behavior. They state: 

One criterion of overriding importance in the selection of 
instructional objectives is a teacher's value system re- 
garding the content to be treated and the learner behaviors 
he hopes will emerge in connection with the content, (p. 29) 

Although a number of educators have identified the value system 

of the teacher as being an important factor in selecting and utilizing 

behavioral objectives, this investigator, in reviewing the literature, 

did not find any research studies that dealt specifically with this topic. 

One aspect of a study by O'Connell (1971) dealt with the influence of 

curricular approach on the selection of instructional objectives by 
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teachers. He concluded that there was no apparent relationship be- 
tween curricular approach and the number and level of behavioral ob- 
jectives selected by the teacher in the cognitive, affective, and psy- 
chomotor domains. 

In summary, there is a definite need for studies involving the 
identification of those factors that influence the selection of behavioral 
objectives by teachers. Investigations concerned with behavioral ob- 
jectives as they relate to curriculum theory and teacher decision- 
making are important in improving the actual classroom practices of 
teachers. Lastly, the scarcity of research in this area has been indi- 
cated. Little evidence exists of in-depth studies related to the topic of 
this investigation. 

Definition of Terms 
The following definitions indicate the meaning of terms used in 
this study. 

Behavioral Objective ; "A behavioral objective is a goal for, or 
desired outcome of, learning which is expressed in terms of observ- 
able behavior or performance of the learner" (Montague and Koran, 
1969), p. 10). 

Cognitive Domain ; defined by Bloom (1956) in the Taxonomy of 
Educational Objectives , Handbook I: Cognitive Domain , as mental and 
intellectual processes consisting of six levels. From the least to most 
complex, the levels are Knowledge, Comprehension, Application, 
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Analysis, Synthesis, and Evaluation. 

Cognitive Objectives ! specific mental and intellectual operations, 
expressed in terms of observable learner behavior. These objectives 
were classified as to the level within the cognitive domain according to 
the Taxonomy of Educational Objectives, Handbook I; Cognitive Do- 
main (Bloom, 1956). 

Affective Donmin ; defined by Krathwohl, Bloom, and Masia 
(1964) in the Taxonomy of Educational Objectives , Handbook Affec - 
tive Domain , as attitude and value processes consisting of five levels. 
From the least to most complex, the levels are Receiving, Responding, 
Valuing, Organization and Characterization. 

Affective Objectives ; specific attitude and value processes ex- 
pressed in terms of observable learner behavior. These objectives 
were classified as to the level within the affective domain according to 
the Taxonomy of Educational Objectives , Handbook II: Affective Do- 
main (Krathwohl, et al. , 1964). 

Progressivism ; identified by Kerlinger (1956, 1958, 1961, 1963, 

1967) , Kerlin«;er and Kaya (1959), and Kerlinger and Pedhazur (1967, 

1968) as one of two independent dimensions underlying attitudes to- 
ward education. Progressive attitudes toward education are positively 
correlated with person-oriented teacher trait perceptions. A progres- 
sive teacher is pupil -oriented with a basic concern for pupil growth, 
individual differences, pupil interest and motivation, pupil activities 
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and actual experiences, and a changing curriculum (Kerlinger and 
Pedhazur, 1967). 

Traditionalism ; identified by Kerlinger (1956, 1958, 1961, 1963, 

1967) , Kerlinger and Kaya (1959) and Kerlinger and Pedhazur (1967, 

1968) as one of two independent dimensions underlying attitudes toward 
education. Traditional attitudes toward education are positively cor- 
related with task-oriented teacher trait perceptions. A traditional 
teacher is one whose basic concern is for subject matter, discipline, 
truth, intellect, mastery, control, and a changeless curriculum 
(Kerlinger and Pedhazur, 1967). 

LimiUtions of the Study 
The study was conducted within the following limitations: 

1. Those teachers who participated in the study were from 
the central and southeastern sections of the lower peninsula of the 
state of Michigan. 

2. All of the teachers involved in the study were fourth, fifth, 
or sixth grade teachers. 

3. Only those teachers who had some degree of knowledge 
about behavioral objectives, either by being a workshop participant 
and/or using behavioral objectives in their teaching, were selected 
by the investigator to participate in the study. 

4. Only behavioral objectives from one curricular area. 
social studies, were used in the study. 
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S. The behavioral objectives used in the study were selected, 
by the investigator, from five published lists of fourth, fifth, and 
sixth grade social studies behavioral objectives, and were con- 
sidered to be representative of appropriate objectives for those grade 
levels. 

Summary 

The use of behavioral objectives as the basis for instructional 
decision-making in areas of subject matter selection, learning activi- 
ties, instructional materials, and evaluative criteria has been advo- 
cated by many educators. The lack of empirical data regarding those 
factors that influence the teacher's decision.making process in the 
selection of behavioral objectives on which the instructional program 
is based has been identified. 

This study attempts to provide a clearer understanding of those 
factors that influence the teacher's decision-making process in the 
selection of behavioral objectives. 



CHAPTER U 
RESEARCH DESIGN . 

This chapter, describing the procedures and methodology em- 
ployed in conducting the study, is divided into five sections; instru- 
ments employed in the study; selection of the sample; data collection 
procedures; tabulation of the data; and data analysis. 

Instruments E.-nployed in the Study 

Education Scale VI, which measures progressive and traditional 
attitudes toward education, and Behavioral Objectives: Social Studies - 
Intermediate, a set of 130 behavioral objectives consisting of both 
cognitive and affective domain objectives with all major taxonomic 
levels in both domain represented, were the instruments used to 
measure teacher attitudes toward education and to identify those be- 
havioral objectives teachers consider important for students to 
achieve. In addition, each of the participating teachers completed a 
data sheet that requested biographic information. 
Education Scale VI 

Education Scale VI is one in a series of instruments developed 
by Kerlinger (1956. 1958. 1961. 1963. 1967) and Kerlinger and Kaya 
(1959). The scale yields two basic orthogonal dimensions of educa- 
tional attitudes; Progressivism A and Traditionalism^. It is a 46- 
item summated- rating type scale that has 23 A (Progressivism) and 
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23 B (Traditionalism) items. 

The administration and scoring of the scale were carried out 
according to the procedures recommended by Kerlinger (1969). 
Behavioral Obiectives; Social Studies -Intermediate 

The behavioral objectives used in the study were selected from 
five published lists of fourth, fifth, and sixth grade social studies ob- 
jectives. The procedure followed in the selection process involved 
several operations. 

First, as many sets of behavioral objectives as possible were 
obtained from state departments of education and school districts from 
across the country. It was hoped that a complete set of objectives, 
one that contained both cognitive and affective domain objectives and 
with all levels in both domains represented could be obtained. In all. 
twenty-three separate sets of objectives were reviewed. However, it 
was found that the majority of objectives were in the cognitive domain 
and at the knowledge and comprehension levels of intellectual opera- 
tions, and only three sets contained affective domain objectives. 
Therefore, it was decided that the best procedure would be to con- 
struct a set of behavioral objectives, selected from published lists, 
that would be appropriate for this study. 

The second step involved the selection and construction of a set 
of social studies objectives from five published lists which contained 
both cognitive and affective domain objectives with all levels in both 



domains represented. 

Cognitive Domain Obiectives. These objectives were selected 
from three sources; Social Studieg Behavioral Objectives , A Guide 
to Individualized Instruction. Flanagan, et al. (1971); Intermediate 
Social Studies Behavioral Objectives , Lieberman (1970); and Inter. 
mediate Social Studies Objectives . Michigan Department of Education 
(1973). 

The selection process involved the following steps: 

1. All of the evaluation and synthesis level objectives were 
identified and arranged according to specific subject area topics. 

2. All of the analysis and application level objectives were 
identified and arranged according to specific subject area topics. 

3. All of the topic areas that contained all four levels of objec- 
tives; evaluation, synthesis, analysis, and application, were selected 

to be used in the study. 

4. The comprehension and knowledge level objectives were then 
selected according to the previously identified subject area topics. 

5. Each topic area was considered separately, and within each 
topic objectives were selected that logically related to each other from 
one level to the next higher level in the domain. 

The above procedures resulted in a total of ninety cognitive do- 
main objectives with twenty objectives at each of the three lowest 
levels; knowledge, comprehension, and application, and ten objectives 
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at each of the three highest levels; analysis, synthesis, and evalua- 
tion. Also, as Table 1 illustrates, these ninety objectives were dis- 
tributed among eight topic areas. 

TABLE 1 

TOPIC AREAS OF COGNITIVE DOMAIN OBJECTIVES 



Topic Areas 


Number of Objectives 


Economics 


9 


History 


Q 


Ecology 


10 


Political Science 


17 


World of Work and 
Leisure -Time 
Activities 


9 


Minority Groups 


18 


Psychology 


9 


Inquiry Skills 


9 


Total 


90 



The original list of cognitive domain objectives is included in 
Appendix C. 



Affective Domain Objectives . These objectives were selected 
from two sources: Report on the Evaluation Workshop in the Affective 
Domain, Lieberman (1970)", and Taxonomy of Educational Objectives , 
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Hmndbook II: Affective Domain , Krathwohl, et al. (1964). 
The selection process involved the following steps; 

1. All of the intermediate level (grades 4-6) affective domain 
objectives were selected from the Report on the Evaluation Workshop 
in the Affective Domain . This resulted in a list that contained objec- 
tives from the first four levels; receiving, responding, valuing, and 
organization, of the affective domain. 

2. From the Taxonom y of Educational Objectives , Handbook 11; 
Affective Domain , all of the level five objectives, characterization, 
were selected. 

3. The objectives selected were then arranged according to 
level within the domain. The third level, valuing, contained ten objec- 
tives and the fourth level, organization contaired five objectives. 
Based on thitt, some of the objectives in the first two levels were dis- 
carded in order to equalize the number of objectives at each of the 
lower three levels, and some of the level five objectives, characteriza- 
tion, were discarded to equalize the number of objectives at the two 
higher levels. 

The above procedures produced a total of forty affective domain 
objectives with ten objectives at each of the three lower levels; re- 
ceiving, responding, and valuing, and five objectives at each of the 
two higher levels; organization and characterization. The list of 
affective domain objectives is included in Appendix C. 

o 
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Flnally, the la it step in the construction of the list of behavioral 
objectives involved the arrangement of the objectives into an appro- 
priate form for the purpose of the study. Since the purpose of the 
study was to investigate the relationship between teacher attitudes 
toward education and the importance given to specific levels of edu- 
cational objectives, it was decided that the objectives should be ran- 
domly arranged. It was felt that by randomly arranging the objectives 
the respondent would be more likely to consider each objective sepa- 
rately and thus limit the degree of subject area preference. The ran- 
dom arrangement was achieved by writing each objective on a card, 
placing the cards in a box, and then typing the final list of objectives 
in the order in which the cards were drawn from the box. 

Thus, the final result of the above procedures was a set of 130 
behavioral objectives, randomly arranged, consisting of both cognitive 
and affective domain objectives with all levels in both domains repre- 
sented. The instructions for responding to the list of objectives, is 
included in Appendix A. 
General Information Questionnaire 

The General Information Questionnaire was developed to provide 
biographic information on the sample studied. The questionnaire con- 
tains seventeen items. Items one through three ask for personal 
information about the respondent; sex, age, and minority group mem- 
bership. Items four through nine deal with the educational level of the 
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respondent and the number of undergraduate and graduate credit hours 
in the area of social studies and professional education courses. Items 
ten and eleven ask for the number of years of teaching experience at 
the elementary (K-6) and secondary (7-12) levels. Item twelve asks 
for the population of the community in which the respondent teaches. 
Items thirteen through sixteen deal with the type of school, grade levels 
in the school, current teaching assignment, and the type of school or- 
ganizational plan. Item seventeen asks for the approximate percentage 
of minority group students in the respondent's classroom. A copy of 
the General Information Questionnaire is included in Appendix B. 

Selection of the Sample 
The sample was selected from a group of teachers who had 
either participated in a one-day workshop on the writing of behavioral 
objectives, conducted by the investigator during the 1972-1973 school 
year, and/or were known, by the investigator, to be attempting to 
write and use behavioral objectives as the basis for their instructional 
planning. From this group only later elementary teachers, grades 
four, five and six, with a minimum of two years of teaching experience 
were asked to participate in the study. 

Thus, the sample was composed of 140 fourth, fifth, and sixth 
grade teachei-s irom seven school districts in the central and south- 
eastern sections of the lower peninsula of the state of Michigan: One 
parochial district (The Roman Catholic Diocese of Saginaw), three 
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■uburban districts in the'metropolitan Detroit area (Livonia Public 
Schools, Wayne -We St land Community School District, and Taylor 
School District), two small cities, population between 10,000 and 
50,000 (Jackson Public Schools and Monroe Public Schools) and one 
small community, population less than 10 000, in the Ann Arbor met- 
ropolitan area (Dexter Public Schools). 

Data Collection Procedures 

The collection of data involved several aspects. The major 
stages included conducting a pilot study, contracting the appropriate 
school officials, distributing the materials used in the study, and col- 
lecting the data to be analyzed. 

A pilot study was conducted to ascertain if respondents would have 
any problems in completing the research instruments. Twenty teachers, 
from one of the previously-mentioned scUooi districts, were mailed a 
complete set of materials along with a personal note asking them to 
comment on any problems they had in responding to the instruments. 
Questionnaires were returned by fourteen of the teachers or 70 per- 
cent of the pilot group. The questionnaires were completed according 
to the instructions given. The major problem, which was raised by 
eight of the teachers or 57 percent of the respondents, was the amount 
of time Involved in evaluating 130 objectives. Based on these com- 
ments, the behavioral objectives list was reevaluated to consider if it 
was possible and/or desirable to shorten the list of objectives. It was 
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decided, for the purposes of the study, the list of objectives had to 
contain as many objectives from all levels of both domains as poss'Me, 
and for this reason the list was not changed. But it was realized -»iat 
the amount of time required to complete the instrument could lower 
the number of respondents in the final sample. The teachers who 
participated in the pilot study were part of the sample that was usee in 
this investigation. 

The next step in the collection of data involved contacting the 
appropriate school officials to obtain permission to conduct the investi 
gation. Since the investigator was familiar with each of the school dis 
tricts and knew the personnel, this entailed meeting with each of the 
school officials, principals and/or directors of instruction to review 
the materials that were to be used in the investigation and to discuss 
the most acceptable way to contact the teachers. In one of the school 
districts the director of curriculum distributed the materials to the 
teachers at a curriculum meeting. In three of the districts the ma» 
terials were distributed to the teachers by the principals, and in the 
remaining three districts the materials were mailed to the teachers 
by the investigator. 

The teachers returned the materials that were used in the inves' 
tigation in the stamped, self-addressed envelopes that had been in- 
cluded in the packages of materials. A second letter was sent to the 
school officials who had distributed the materials or to the teachers 
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who had not returned the materials within four weeks. 

Questionnaires were returned by ninety-nine teachers or 70.7 
percent of the sample. Because of incomplete responses in the meas- 
uring instruments, the questionnaires submitted by nine teachers were 
not used. Therefore, the findings of this investigation were based up- 
on the responses of ninety teachers, which is 64. 3 percent of the total 
group included in the sample. 

Tabulation of the Data 

The tabulation of the data involved the scoring of Education Scale 
VI, the recording and ordering of the ratings given to each of the be- 
havioral objectives according to domain and taxonomic level, and the 
coding of the da' a for computation. 

The scording of Education Scale VI was carried out according to 
the procedures recommended by Kerlinger (1969). The scale yields 
three scores; an^ (Progressivism) score, a B (Traditionalism) score, 
and an A minus score. 

As indicated earlier in this section, the A-items measure pro- 
gressive educational attitudes and the B-items measure traditional 
educational attitudes. The A minus B scores measure, if positive, 
the degree of Progressivism, and if negative, the degree of Tradition- 
alism (Kerlinger, 1969). Because of the small number of traditional 
teachers among the respondents the A minus B score was used in 
testing the hypotheses. On the basis of the A minus B score the 
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sample was divided into three groups; "high, '^middle, " and "low. " 
Thus, by using the A minus Ei score the data were analyzed according 
to the degree of progressive and traditional attitudes. 

The tabulation of the Behavioral Objectives: Social Studies - 
Intermediate involved recording the value given to each objective ac* 
cording to the domain and taxonomic level of the objectives. This pro- 
cedure produced a total cognitive dom«»in score, a total affective domain 
score* and a score for each taxonomic level in both domains for each 
respondent. 

The analysis of the data involving the total scores for the cogni- 
tive and affective domains and the total scores for each taxonomic level 
within both domains appears in the text; whereas, the analysis of the 
rating given to each individual objective by the total sample appears in 
Appendix C. 

All of the information from the biographic questionnaire, the 
attitude scores, the total behavioral objectives scores was punched 
on IBM cards to be used in The Michigan Data Analysis System 
(MIDAS). This is a system of data analysis and statistical computing 
programs which was developed by the Statistical Research Laboratory 
of The University of Michigan (Fox and Guire, 1973). 

Data Analysis 

A one-way analysis of variance, F test, was used to determine 
if there was a significant difference among the mean scores for the 
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ratingt given to all cognitive and affective domain objectives and the 
ratings for each taxonomic level within both domains by the high, 
middle, and low teacher attitude groups. In addition, the t test was 
used to determine if there was a significant difference between each of 
the three attitude groups and the mean scores for the ratings given to 
the objectives. All hypotheses were tested in the null form. 

The Pearson product - moment correlation was used to deter- 
mine the degree of relationship between the three teacher attitude 
scores; the progressive score (A)» the traditional score {B), and the 
A minus score, and the ratings given to aU cognitive and affective 
domain objectives and the ratings for each taxonomic level within both 
domains for the total sample and for each of the three teacher attitude 
groups. 

The chi- square test of independence was used to examine the 
relationships between the biographic variables and the three levels of 
teacher attitudes toward education. 

Only the .05 and .01 levels of significance was reported for 
the above four statistical tests. 



CHAPTER III 
PRESENTATION OF THE DATA 

The presentation of the data has been divided into five sections: 
description of the sample; descriptive statistical analysis of liie 
teachers' attitudes toward education; the testing of the four major hy- 
potheses and the eleven sub-hypotheffes; the intercorrelations between 
the ratings given to the behavioral objectives and the teacher attitude 
scores; and, finally » an examination of the relationships between the 
biographic variables and the teachers' attitudes toward education. 

Description of the Sample 

The sample was selected from a group of teachers who had 
either participated in a one-day workshop on the writing of behavioral 
objectives, conducted by the investigator during the 1972-1973 school 
year, and/or were known, by the investigator, to be attempting to 
write and use behavioral objectives as the basis of their instructional 
planning. From this group only later elementary teachers, grades 
four, five, and six, with a minimum of two years of teaching experi- 
ence, were asked to participate in the study. 

Thus, the sample was comprised of thirty fourth grade teachers, 
thirty-two fifth grade teachers, and twenty-eight sixth grade teachers 
for a total of ninety. Twenty-five of the teachers were men and sixty- 
five were women, with the mean number of years of experience being 
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ten years for the total sample. All of the teachers were certified to 
teach at the elementary level (K-8). The mean number of undergrad- 
uate semester hours in social studies was 36. 3, the mean number of 
graduate semester hours in social studies was 9.4. The mean number 
of undergraduate semester hours in professional education was 30. 2, 
and the mean number of graduate semester hours in professional edu- 
cation was 17. 9. AH of the teachers in the sample were from six 
public school districts and one private school district in the central 
and southeastern sections of the lower peninsula of the state of Michigan. 
Teacher Attitudes Toward Education 
Education Scale VI was used to measure progressive and tradi- 
tional teacher attitudes toward education. As Table 2 illustrates, the 
progressive scores obtained for the total sample varied from 7. 30 to 
16. 00 with the mean being 12. 50. The traditional scores varied from 
3. 60 to 14. 90 with the mean being 9. 40. Both the mean of the progres- 
sive scores and the mean of the traditional scores were higher than 
those reported by Kerlinger (1967) in the validation of the instrument. 
He obtained a mean progressive score of 5.42 and a mean traditional 
score of 4.25. Similarly, the standard deviations were 1. 93 lor the 
progressive scores and 2.27 for the traditional scores; whereas, 
Kerlinger obtained standard deviations of . 64 for the progressive 
scores and . 77 for the traditional scores. It is also interesting to note 
the range of A minus B scores, from -6. 70 to 11. 60, which is a 
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difference of approximately 18 points. 

TABLE 2 

DESCRIPTIVE MEASURES OF THE THREE ATTITUDE 
SCORES FOR THE TOTAL SAMPLE 



Score N Mean S. D. Minimum Maximum 

Progressive (A) 90 12. 50 1.93 7.30 16.00 

Score 

Traditional (B) 90 9.40 2.27 3.60 14.90 

Score 

A Minus B 90 3.08 3.78 -6.70 11.60 

Score 

As was indicated in Chapter 11, the A minus B score was the 
criterion used to divide the sample into the high, middle, and low 
teacher attitude groups. This score measures, if positive, the de- 
gree of Progressivism; and, if negative, the degree of Traditionalism. 
Table 3 illustrates the degree of progressive and traditional attitudes 
for the ghree groups; the mean A minus B score for the high group 
was 7. 12, for the middle group 3. 19 and for the low group -1. 05. 
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TABLE 3 

DESCRIPTIVE MEASURES OF THE THREE ATTITUDE 
SCORES FOR THE HIGH, MIDDLE, AND LOW 
TEACHER ATTITUDE GROUPS 



Score 


N 


Mean 


S. D. 


Minimum 


Maximum 


High 


Progressive (A) 
Score 


30 


14.28 


.81 


12.70 


16.00 


Traditional (B) 
Score 


30 


7. 16 


1.35 


3. 60 


9.40 


A Minus B 
Score 


30 


7. 12 


1.66 


5.00 


11.60 


Middle 


Progressive (A) 
Score 


30 


12.63 


1. 16 


10. 50 


15.50 


Traditional (B) 
Score 


30 


9.45 


1.14 


7.60 


12.20 


A Minus B 
Score 


30 


3. 19 


.98 


1. 50 


4.90 


Low 


Progressive (A) 
Score 


30 


10. 56 


1.50 


7. 30 


13.10 


Traditional (B) 
Score 


30 


11.61 


1. 57 


8.50 


14.90 


A Minus B 
Score 


30 


-1.05 


2. 36 


-6. 70 


1.30 



Kerlinger (1969) contends that one can probably infer that a 
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person is progressive if he receives an A minus B score of 1. 00 or 
above and traditional if he receives an A minus B score of -. 50 or 
greater. Based on this criteria, 83 percent of the teachers can be 
classified as having progressive attitudes (Table 4). 



TABLE 4 

FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTION OF THE A MINUS B 
ATTITUDE SCORES FOR THE TOTAL SAMPLE 



Score 






(Midpoint of Interval) 


Frequency 


Percent 


11. 60 


2 


2.22 


9.57 


5 


5. 56 


7.33 


11 


12.22 


5. 50 


lb 


16.67 


3.47 


19 


21. 11 


1.43 


21 


23.33 


-.60 


8 


8. 89 


-2.63 


4 


4.44 


-4.67 


2 


2.22 


-6.70 


3 


3.33 


Total 


90 


100.00 



Note: Interval width » 2.03 



As Tables 3 and 5 show, the lowest A minus B^ score for the high 
attitude group was 5. 00. Thus, one can infer that all of the teachers 
in the high attitude group hold progressive attitudes toward education. 
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TABLE 5 

FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTION OF THE A MINUS B 
ATTITUDE SCORES FOR THE HIGH TEACHER 
ATTITUDE GROUP 



Score 
(Midpoint of Interval) 



Frequency 


Percent 


1 


3.33 


1 


3.33 


0 




3 


10. 00 


2 


6.67 


1 


3.33 


5 


16.67 


8 


26.67 


5 


16.67 


4 


13.33 


30 


100. 00 



11.60 
10. 87 
10. 13 
9.40 
P. 67 
7.93 
7.20 
6.47 
5.73 
5.00 



ToUl 



Note; Interval width = . 73 

The A minus B scores for the middle attitude group varied from 
4.90 to 1. 50. Thus, b&sed on the degree of Progressivism, one can 
infer that this group holds progressive attitudes toward education, but 
less so than the high attitude group (Tables 3 and 6). 
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TABLE 6 



FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTION OF THE A MINUS B 
ATTITUDE SCORLS FOR THE MIDDLE 
TEACHER ATTITUDE GROUP 



Score 






(Midpoint of Interval 


Frequency 


Percent 


4.90 


2 


6.67 


4. 52 


1 


3. 33 


4, 14 


4 


13.33 


3.77 


4 


13.33 


3.39 


6 


20.00 


3.01 


0 




2.63 


5 


16.67 


2.25 


3 


10.00 


1.87 


4 


13. 33 


1. 50 


1 


3.33 


Total 


30 


100.00 



Note: Interval width - . 38 



For the low attitude group, the A minus B^ scores varied from 
1. 30 to -6.70. Thus, one can infer that 50 percent of this group have 
traditional attitudes toward education and the remaining 50 percent 
have low progressive attitudes, from 1. 30 to a -. 50 (Table 7). 

In summary, on the basis of the A minus b score, one can infer 
that those teachers in the high attitude group have progressive attitudes 
toward education. Similarly, one can infer that those teachers in the 
middle rroup have progressive attitudes toward education, but they are 
not as progressive as the high attitudj group. Finally, the low 
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attitude group consists of those teachers with low progressive attitudes 
and those with traditional attitudes. 

TABLE 7 

FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTION OF THE A MINUS B^ 
ATTITUDE SCORES FOR THE LOW TEACHER 
ATTITUDE GROUP 



Score 






(Midpoint of Interval) 


Frequency 


Percent 


1. 30 


6 


20.00 


.41 


9 


30.00 


-.47 


2 


6. 67 


-1. 37 


4 


13.33 


-2. 26 


4 


13.33 


-3. 14 


0 




-4.03 


1 


"37I3 


-4.92 


1 


3.33 


-5. 81 


2 


6.67 


-6.70 


1 


3.33 


Total 


30 


100.00 



Note: Interval width = . 89 



Testing of the Hypotheses 
In Chapter I, four major hypotheses and eleven sub-hypotheses 
were posed to investigate the relationship between teacher attitudes 
toward education, progressive and traditional, and the rating given to 
selected behavioral objectives as to how important they are for students 
to achieve. 

The A_minus B^ score on the Education Scale VI was the criterion 
used to divide the sample into thirds; high, middle, and low teacher 
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attitude groups. All three groups were used in the testing of the 'i/pothe- 
tes. 

All hypotheses were tested i' whe null form. 
Hypothesis 1 ; 

There is no significant difference between teacher attitudes to- 
ward education, progressive and traditional, and the importance given 
to cognitive domain behavioral objectives. 

As Table 8 illustrates, the mean rating given to all cognitive do- 
main objectives was 279. 77 for the high teacher attitude group, 277. 30 
for the middle group, and 292. 60 for the low group. An analysis of 
variance yielded a F statistic of . 83. Since a F statistic of 3. 11 was 
needed for significance at the .05 level, the null hypothesis wa* ac- 
cepted. 

TABLE 8 

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE BETWEEN THE HIGH, MIDDLE, 
AND LOW TEACHER ATTITUDE GROUPS ON THE 
VARIABLE RATING GIVEN TO ALL 
COGNITIVE DOMAIN OBJECTIVES 











Significance 
of 


Group 


N 


Mean 


S. D. 


Means 


High 


30 


279.77 


57.25 


F = . 83 

NS 


Middle 


30 


277. 30 


47.23 


Low 


30 


292. 60 


42.04 
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Hypothesis 2 ; 

There is no significant difference between teacher attitudes to- 
ward education, progressive and traditional, and the importance given 
to behavioral objectives at each of the major taxonomic levels in the 
cognitive domain. 

The first three sub-hypotheses tested were concerned with the 
three lowest taxonomic levels in the cognitive domain; knowledge, com- 
prehension, and application. The data analysis related to these hypothe- 
ses is presented in Table 9. 
Hypothesis 2a ; 

There is no significant difference between teacher attitudes to- 
ward ed ucation and the importance given to behavioral objectives at 
the cognitive level of knowledge. 

Hypothesis 2b ; 

There is no significant difference between teacher attitudes to- 
ward education and the importance given to behavioral objectives at 
the cognitive level of comprehension. 

Hypothesis 2c ; 

There is no significant difference between teacher attitudes to- 
ward education and the importance given to behavioral objectives at 
the cognitive level of application. 

As Table 9 shows* none of the three F tests produced results that 

were significant at the .05 level. The means of the high, middle, and 

low groups for the rating given to the objectives at the cognitive level 

of knowledge were 59. 17, 59. 60, and 65.90, respectively, and the F 

statistic was 2. 83. It Is interesting to note that this is the highest F 

statistic obtained for any level within the cognitive domain and suggests 

that a relationship does exist between the teachers' attitudes toward 
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education and how they rated knowledge level objectives. However, 
since a F statistic of 3. 11 was needed for significance at the . 05 level, 
the null hypothesis was accepted. 

The means for the cognitive level of comprehension were 63. 37, 
63.53, and 66. 10 for the high, middle, and low groups, respectively, 
and the F statistic was . 57. For the cognitive level of application the 
means were 61. 93, 62. 30, and 64. 10 for the high, middle, and low 
groups, and the F statistic was .31. The null hypothesis was retained 
for both these hypotheses. 
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TABLE 9 

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE BETWEEN THE HIGH, MIDDLE 
AND LOW TEACHER ATTITUDE GROUPS ON 
THE VARIABLE RATING GIVEN TO THE OBJECTIVES 
AT THE THREE LOWEST LEVELS IN THE 
COGNITIVE DOMAIN 



Group 


N Mean S. D. 


Significance 
of 
Means 


Knowledge 


High 

Middle 
Low 


30 59. 17 15. 61 

30 5 10. 30 
30 10.10 


F = 2.83 

NS 


rehension 


High 

Middle 
Low 


30 63. 37 13. 09 

30 63. 53 9. 87 
30 66.10 10.08 


F a- . 57 

NS 


Application 


High 

Middle 
Low 


30 61.93 12.80 

30 62.30 10.91 
30 64.10 10.11 


F = .31 

NS 



The next three sub-hypotheses tested were concerned with the 



three highest taxonomic levels in the cognitive domain; analysis^ syn- 
thesis, and evaluation. 
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Hypothesis 2d t 

There is no significant difference between teacher attitudes to- 
ward education and the importance given to 'behavioral objectives at 
the cognitive level of analysis. 

Hypothesis 2e t 

There is no significant difference between teacher attitudes to- 
ward education and the importance given to behavioral objectives at 
the cognitive level of synthesis. 

Hypothesis 2 f ; 

There is no significant difference between teacher attitudes to- 
ward education and the importance given to behavioral objectives at 
the cognitive level of evaluation. 

For the above hypotheses, none of the F tests produced results 
that were significant at the . 05 level (Table 10). The means of the 
high, middle, and low groups for the rating given to the objectives at 
the cognitive level of analysis were 32.03, 30.60, and 31.77, re- 
spectively, and the F statistic was .42. For the cognitive level of 
synthesis the means were 30. 80, 29. 56, and 31. 73 for the high, mid- 
dle, and low groups, and the F statistic was .75. For the high, mid- 
dle, and low groups the means were 32.47, 31.70, and 33. 00, re- 
spectively, for the cognitive level of evaluation, and the F statistic 
was .28. The null hypothesis was accepted for all three hypotheses. 



TABLE 10 



ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE BETWEEN THE HIGH, MIDDLE 
AND LOW TEACHER ATTITUDE GROUPS ON THE 
VARIABLE RATING GIVEN TO THE OBJECTIVES AT 
THE THREE HIGHEST LEVELS IN THE 
COGNITIVE DOMAIN 











Significance 










of 


Group 


N 


Mean 


S. D. 


Means 


Analysis 


High 


30 


32. 03 


6.93 


F » .42 








NS 


Middle 


30 


30. 60 


7.06 




Low 


30 


31.77 


5. 19 




Synthesis 


High 


30 


30. 80 


7.06 


F = .75 








NS 


Middle 


30 


29. 56 


7.23 




Low 


30 


31.73 


6.28 




Evaluation 


High 


30 


32.47 


7.57 


F = .28 








NS 


Middle 


30 


31.70 


7.48 




Low 


30 


33.00 


5. 04 





The law two hypotheses and five sub-hypotheses tested were 



those that focused upon the relationship between the teachers' attitudes 
toward education and the importance given to affective domain behavior- 
al objectives. 
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Hypothesis 3 t 

There is no significant difference between teacher attitudes to- 
ward education, progressibe and traditional, and the importance given 
to affective domain behavioral objectives. 

As Table 11 illustrates, the mean rating given to all affective 
domain objectives was 152. 87 for the high group, 149. 23 for the mid- 
dle group, and 139. 53 for the low group. An analysis of variance 
yielded a F statistic of 3. 93, which was significant at the . 05 level. 
The t statistic obtained in the test of mean differences between groups 
was .74 for the high and middle groups, which was not significant at 
the .05 level. However, the t statistic obtained between the high group 
and low group was 2. 72, which was significant at the . 01 level. The 
t statistic obtai ed between the middle and low groups was 1. 98, which 
was significant at the . 05 level. Therefore, based on the obtained F 
statistic, the null hypothesis was rejected. 

TABLE 11 

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE BETWEEN THE HIGH, MIDDLE, 
AND LOW TEACHER ATTITUDE GROUPS ON THE 
VARIABLE RATING GIVEN TO ALL AFFECTIVE 
DOMAIN OBJECTIVES 



Group 


N 


Mean 


S. D. 


Significance 
of 
Means' 


High 


30 


152. 87 


20. 87 


F - 3.97* 




Middle 


30 


149.23 


18. 54 






Low 


3C 


139. 53 


17 .. 21 






t = 
H-M 


.74; 


t = 2. 72-:":'; 
H-L 


t = 
M.L 


1. 98* 





*p < . 05 
««p ^ . 01 

ERIC 
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Hypothesis 4 ; 

There is no significant difference between teacher attitudes to- 
ward education, progressive and traditional, and the importance given 
to behavioral objectives at each of the major taxcnomic levels in the 
affective domain. 

The first three sub-hypoth<s8es tested were concerned with the 
three lowest taxonomic levels in the affective domain; receiving, re- 
sponding, and valuing. The data analysis related to these hypotheses 
is presented in Table 12. 
Hypothesis 4a ; 

There is no significant difference between teacher attitudes to- 
ward education and the importance given to behavioral objectives at 
the affective level of receiving. 

Hypothesis 4b ! 

There is no significant difference between teacher attitudes to- 
ward education and the importance given to behavioral objectives at 
the affective level of responding. 

Hypothesis 4c ; 

There is no significant difference between teacher attitudes to- 
ward education and the importance given to behavioral objectives at 
the affective level of valuing. 

For the above hypotheses, none of the F tests produced results 
that were significant at the .05 level (Table 12). The means of the high, 
middle, and low groups for the rating given to the objectives at the af- 
fective level of receiving were 38.00, 37.47, and 35. 60, respectively, 
and the F statistic was 1.89. For the high, middle, and low groups 
the means were 38.40. 37.87, and 35. 30, respectively, for the affec- 
tive level of responding, and the F statistic was 2. 89. For the 
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affective level of valuing, the mean for the high group was 37. 17, 
35.07 for the middle group, and 33.63 for the low group, and the F 
■tatittic was 2. 84. It should be noted that the F statistic obtained for 
the affective level of responding and the affective level of valuing were 
greater than the F statistic obtained for the affective level of receiving, 
but since a F statistic of 3. 11 was needed for significance at the . 05 
level, the null hypothesis was accepted for all three hypotheses. 

TABLE 12 

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE BETWEEN THE HIGH, MIDDLE 
AND LOW TEACHER ATTITUDE GROUPS ON THE 
VARIABLE RATING GIVEN TO THE OBJECTIVES AT 
THE THREE LOWEST LEVELS IN THE 
AFFECTIVE DOMAIN 



Group 


N Mean S. D. 


Significance 
of 
Means 


Receiving 


High 

Middle 
Low 


30 38.00 5.15 

30 37.47 5.18 
30 35.60 4.72 


F = 1.89 

NS 


Responding 


High 

Middle 
Low 


30 38.40 5.78 

30 37. 87 4. 64 
30 35. 30 5. 52 


F = 2. 89 

NS 


Valuing 


High 

Middle 
Low 


30 37.17 6.48 

30 35. 07 6. 04 
30 33. 63 4. 63 


F = 2. 84 

NS 
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Hypothesis 4d ; 

There is no significant difference between teacher attitudes to- 
ward education and the importance given to behavioral objectives at 
the affective level of organization. 

The F statistic obtained in the test of mean differences, as 

shown in Table 13. was 1. 37. The means of the high, middle, and 

low groups were 17. Q7, 18.30. and 16.80, respectively. Since the 

F statistic was not significant at the .05 level, the null hypothesis was 

accepted. 

TABLE 13 

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE BETWEEN THE HIGH. MIDDLE, 
AND LOW TEACHER ATTITUDE GROUPS ON THE 
VARIABLE RATING GIVEN TO THE OBJECTIVES AT 
THE AFFECTIVE DOMAIN LEVEL OF ORGANIZATION 



Group 


N 


Mean 


S. D. 


Significance 
of 
Means 


High 


30 


17.97 


4. 11 


F = 1.37 








NS 


Middle 


30 


18.30 


3.37 




Low 


30 


16.80 


3. 34 





The final sub -hypothesis tested was the relationship between 



teacher attitudes toward education and the objectives at the highest 
level in the affective domain, characterization. 
Hypothesis 4e ; 

There is no significant difference between teacher attitudes to- 
ward education and the importance given to behavioral objectives at 
the affective level of characterization. 
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As Table 14 illustrates, the mean was 21. 33 for the high group, 
20. 53 for the middle group, and 18. 30 for the low group. The F statis- 
tic. 7.66, was the highest obtained for any of the tests of means, and 
was significant at the . 01 level. The t statistic obtained in the test of 
mean differences between groups was .99 for the high and middle 
groups, which was not significant at the .05 level. However, the t 
statistic obtained between the high group and the low group was 3.77, 
which was significant at the . 01 level. The t statistic obtained be- 
tween the middle and low groups was 2.78, and was significant at the 
.01 level. Therefore, based on the obtained F statistic, the null 
hypothesis was rejected. 

TABLE 14 

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE BETWEEN THE HIGH, MIDDLE 
AND LOW TEACHER ATTITUDE GROUPS ON THE 
VARIABLE RATING GIVEN TO THE OBJECTIVES AT THE 
AFFECTIVE DOMAIN LEVEL OF CHARACTERIZATION 



Significance 
of 



Group 


N 


Mean 


S. D. 


Means 


High 


30 


21.33 


2.77 


F = 7.66* 


Middle 


30 


20.53 


3.20 




Low 


30 


18. 30 


3.33 





t = 99; V = 3.77* t - 2.78* 
H-M H-L M-L 



*?<•. 01 
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In summary, thirteen tests of moan differences were used to 
test the null hypotheses. As a result, one major iiypothesis and one 
sub-hypothesis were rejected, and one major hypothesis and ten sub- 
hypotheses were retained. Significant diiferences were found between 
the three teacher attitude groups and the importance given to the total 
set of affective domain objectives, and to the objectives at the highest 
levf 1 in the affective domain, characterization. 

No significant differences were found between the three teacher 
attitude groups and the importance given to the total set of cognitive 
domain objectives, nor to those objectives at the six levels within the 
cognitive domain. Also, no significant differences were found between 
the three teacher attitude groups and the importance given to those ob- 
jectives at the receiving, responding, valuing, and organization levrels 
within the affi ctive domain. 

Intercorrelations Between the Ratings Given to the 
Objectives and the Teacher Attitude Scores 

The Pearson product-moment correlation was used to determine 
the degree of relationship between the three teacher attitude scores; 
the progressive score (A)» the traditional score (B^), and the A minus B 
score, and the ratings given to all cognitive and affective domain ob- 
jectives. 

The intercorrelations between the ratings given to the total set 
of cognitive and affective domain objectives, and the three teacher at - 
titude scores for the total sample are shown in Table 15. 
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As Table 15 illustrateSi the degree of correlation between the 
total cognitive domain scores and the total affe^ live domain scores 
was . 61 p which indicated a fairly strong positive correlation and was 
significant at the . 01 level. 

It is interesting to note the differences in the degree of correla- 
tion between the three teacher attitude scores and the ratings given to 
the objectives in both domains. A correlation coefficient of . 03 was 
obtained for the relationship between the progressive scores and the 
total cognitive domain scores, and a correlation coefficient of ,41 
between the progressive scores and the total affective domain scores, 
which was significant at the . 01 level* 

The correlation coefficient for the traditional scores In relation 
to the total cognitive domain scores was . 26. For the relationship be- 
tween the traditional scores and the total affective domain scores the 
correlation coefficient was 19. 

With regards to the ^ minus scores, the correlation coefficient 
was negative, 14 for whe total cognitive domain scores, and positive, 
.33, for the total affective domain scores* 

The degree of correlation between the progressive scores and 
the traditional scores was 62 which was a fairly high negative cor- 
relation, and significant at the . 01 level. It should be no;.e(l that the 
correlation coefficient obtained in this study for these two variables 
was greater than that obtained by Kerlinger (1967)« He obtained a 
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correlation coefficient of 25 for the relationship between the pro- 
gres.'ilve scores unci the traditional scores, 

A?; Table 15 illustrates, a strong positive correlation, .88, was ^ 
obtained for the relationship between the progressive scores and the 
A minus scores. In contrast, a strong negative correlation, -•95. 
was obtained for the relationship between the traditional scores and 
the A^ minus scores. Both of these were significant at the . 01 level. 

TABLE 15 

INTERCORRELATiONS BETWEEN THE TOTAL COGNITIVL 
AND AFFECTIVE DOMAIN SCORES AND THE TEACHER 
ATTITUDE SCORES FOR THE TOTAL SAMPLE 



Variable 




Variable 






1 


2 


3 


4 


5 


Total Cognitive 
Domain Score 


(1) 












Total Affective 
Domain Score 


(2) 












Progressive (A) 
Scores 


v3) 


.03 


.41** 








Traditional (B) 
Scores — 

A_ - ^ Scores 


(4) 
(5) 


. 26* 
14 


-. 19 

. 33** 


62** 
. 88** 


-. 95** 





Note: N = 90, df = 88 

*p<.05, £= .21 
**p 01, 7 = . 27 
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In summary, for the total sample the highest correlation coef- 
ficient obtained was -.95 for the relationship between the minus 3 
scores and the traditional scores. The second highest correlation 
coefficient was . 88 lor the relationship between the A minus scores 
and the progressive scores. 

For the relationship between the two attitude scores, progres- 
sive and traditional, a fairly strong negative correlation coefficient 
was obtained -.62. The other fairly strong positive correlation was 
between the total cognitive dbmain scores and the total affective do- 
main scores, . 61. 

The intercorrelations between the total cognitive and affective 
domain scores and the teacher attitude scores for the three teacher 
attit' le groups are illustrated in Tables 16 through 18. The discus- 
sion of the data has been limited to those correlation coefficients that 
were statistically significant within each group. 

As Table 16 illustrates, for the high teacher attitude group the 
degree of correlation between the total cognitive and total affective 
domain scores was . 68, which was fairly strong and significant at the 
. 01 level. 

The correlation coefficient for the traditional scores in relation 
to the total cognitive domain scores was . 56, which was significant at 
the .01 level. Neither of the correlation coefficients for the relation- 
ship between the traditional scores, and the total affective domain 
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scores and me progressive scores were statistically significant. 

The degree of correlation between the i\ minus JB scores and the 
total cognitive domain scores was -.36, which was significant at the 
. 015 level. For the A minus B scores in relation to the progressive 
scores the correlation coefficient was . 58, which was significant at the 
.01 level. A strong negative correlation, -.87, was obtained for the 
relationship between the A minus B scores and the traditional scores. 



TABLE 16 

INTERCORRELATIONS BETWEEN THE TOTAL COGNITIVE 
AND AFFECTIVE DOMAIN SCORES AND TEACHER 
ATTITUDE SCORES FOR THE HIGH ATTITUDE GROUP 



Variable 




Variable 






1 


2 


3 


4 


5 


Total Cognitive 
Domain Scores 


(1) 












Total Affective 
Domain Scores 


(2) 


. 68** 










Progressive (A^) 
Scores 


(3) 


. 19 


.03 






• 


Traditional (B) 
Scores 


(4) 


. 56** 


.35 


.. 12 






A - B Scores 


(5) 


36* 


-.27 


. 58** 


87** 





Note: N = 30, df = 28 

*P< . 05, r = . 36 
**p^ .01, j[ = .46 
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The intercorrelations for the middle teacher attitude group are 
shown in Table 17, The degree of correlation between the total ct ijni- 
tive and total affective domain scores was ,66, which was significant 
at the . 01 level, Tae correlation coefficients for these two variables 
were similar for both the high and middle groups. 

With regard to the traditional scores, the only correlation coef- 
ficient that was statistically significant was the relationship with the 
progressive scores* which was a fairly strong positive correlation, 
. 63| and significant at the , 01 level. 

The correlation coefficient between the A minus J3 scores and 
the progressive scores was ,44, For the relationship between the A 
minus JB scores and the traditional scores the correlation coefficient 
was a *,41, Both of these were significant at the . 05 level. It should 
be noted that the direction of correlation, positive and negative, were 
the same as the high teacher attitude group, but the degree of cor- 
relation was not as strong. 



-51- 



TABLE 17 

INTERCORRELATIONS BETWEEN THE TOTAL COGNITIVE 
AND AFFECTIVE DOMAIN SCORES AND THE TEACHER 
ATTITUDE SCORES FOR THE MIDDLE ATTITUDE GROUP 



Variable 




Variable 






1 


2 


3 


4 


5 


Total Cognitive 
Domain Scores 


(1) 












Total Affective 
Domain Scores 


(2) 












Progressive (A) 
Scores 


(3) 


. 08 


. 30 








Traditional (B) 
Scores 


(4) 


. 35 


. 20 


. 63«« 






A^ - B^ Scores 


(5) 


-.31 


. 13 


. 44** 


-.41* 




Note: N = 


30, df 


= 28 











*P <• 05, r_= . 36 
**p ^ . 01, £ = .46 

The intcrcorrelations for the low teacher attitude group are 
illustrated in Table 18. Similar to both the high and middle teacher 
attitude groups, the degree of correlation between the total cognitive 
domain scores and the total affective domain scores was fairly strong, 
.71, and significant at the . 01 level. 

Ir contrast to the high and middle attitude groups the degree of 
correlation for the low group between the progressive scores and the 
total cognitive domain scores was greater, . 36, and significant at 
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the .05 level. Similarly, the degree of correlation between the pro- 
gressive scores and the total affective domain scores, . 57, which was 
significant at the .01 level, was greater than that obtained for the high 
and middle attitude groups. 

The correlation coefficients for the relationships between the 
traditional scores, and the total cognitive domain scores, total affec- 
tive domain scores, and the progressive scores were all negative and 
not significant at the .05 level. 

A fairly strong positive correlation, . 60, was obtained for the 
relationship between the j\ minus scores and the total affective do- 
main scores. Similarly, a fairly strong positive correlation, .76, 
was obtained for the relationship between the minus scores and the 
progressive scores. For the relationship between the jA minus scores 
and the traditional scores a fairly strong negative correlation, -.78, 
was obtained. All three of the above correlation coefficients were sig- 
nificant at the . 01 level. 
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TABLE 18 

INTERCORRELATIONS BETWEEN THE TOTAL COGNITIVE 
AND AFFECTIVE DOMAIN SCORES AND THE TEACHER 
ATTITUDE SCORES FOR THE LOW ATTITUDE GROUP 



Variable 


Variable 


1 


2 


3 4 


5 


Total Cognitive 
Domain Scores 


(1) 










Total Affective 
Domain Scores 


(2) 


. 71** 








Progressive (A) 
Scores 


(3) 


.36* 


. 57** 






Traditional (B) 
Scores 


(4) 


-.04 


-.35 


-.19 




A - B Scores 


(5) 


.26 


. 60** 


.76** -.78** 





Note: N - 30, df - 28 

*p< . 05, £ = .36 
**p< .01, r r .46 



In summary, for the high teacher attitude group the strongest 
negative correlation was the relationship between the A minus JB scores 
and the traditional scores, -.87. The strongest positive correlation, 
.68, was the relationship between the total cognitive scores and the 
total affective domain scores. Two correlation coefficients were fairly 
positive, one between the traditional scores and the total affective do- 
main scores, . 56, and the other between the A^ minus B scores and the 
progressive scores, . 58. 

For the middle teacher attitude group the strongest positive 
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correlation was between the total cognitive domain scores and the total 
affective domain scores, .66. The next highest positive correlation 
was between the traditional scores and the progressive scores, . 63. 
The strongest negative correlation, -.44, was between the A minus _B 
scores and the traditional scores. 

For the low teacher attitude group the strongest negative cor- 
relation, -. 78, was between the A_minus scores and the traditional 
scores. The strongest positive correlation, .76, was between the A 
minus B scores and the progressive scores. The next strongest pos- 
itive correlation, .71. was between the total cognitive domain scores 
and the total affective domain scores. Two correlation coefficients 
were fairly positive, one between the progressive scores and the total 
affective domain scores, . 57, and the other between the A minus B 
scores and the total affective domain scores, . 60. 

Relationships Between The Teachers* Attitudes Toward 
Education And The Biographic Variables 

The chi- square test of independence was used to examine the 

relationships between the teachers' attitudes toward education and 

seventeen biographic variables: (1) the sex of the teacher; (2) the age 

of the teacher; (3) the minority group membership of the teacher} (4) 

the completed level of education; (5) the number of undergraduate 

semester hours in social studies; (6) the number of graduate semester 

hours in social studies; (7) the number of undergraduate semester 

hours in professional education; (8) the number of graduate semester 
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hours in professional education; (9) the type of leaching certificate held 
by the teacher; (10) the number of years of teaching experience at the 
elementary level; (U) the number of years of teaching experience at the 
secondary level; (12) the population of the community in which the 
teacher was employed; (13) the type of school in which the teacher was 
employed; (14) the grade levels contained in the school; (15) the present 
teaching assignment; (16) the school organizational plan; and, (17) the 
percentage of minority group students in the teacher's classroom. 

The sample was composed of approximately three times as many 
women (72, 2 percent) as men (27. 8 percent). Only 26 percent of the 
men were in the low teacher attitude category as compared to 40 per- 
cent of the women. The chi-square obtained, 5,428, however, was 
not significant at the .05 level (Table 19). 

TABLE 19 

BIVARLATE FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTION FOR THE 
VARIABLES SEX AND TEACHER ATTITUDES 



TOWARD EDUCATION 


Sex 


Attitudes Toward Education 


Marginial 
Total 

N % 


High Middle Low 
N % N % N % 


Male 
Female 

Total 


12 48.0 9 36.0 4 16.0 
18 27.7 21 32.3 26 40.0 


25 27.8 
65 72.2 


30 33.3 30 33.3 30 33.3 


90 100.0 



= 5.428 df = 2 .07 
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Approximatcly 64 percent of the teachers w re between twenty- 
five and fourty-four years of age. It is interesting to note that be- 
tween the ages of twenty and twenty-four, 50 percent of the teachers 
were in the middle attitude category and 33 percent were in the low 
attitude category. The highest percentage of low attitude category 
teachers were between the ages of fifty-five and sixty-four; whereas, 
the highest percentage of high attitu le category teachers were between 
the ages of twenty-five and thirty-four (Table 20). 

The test of independence produced a chi -square of 9. 351, which 
was not significant at the . 05 level. 

TABLE 20 

BIVARIATE FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTION FOR THE 
VARIABLES AGE AND TEACHER ATTITUDES 
TOWARD EDUCATION 



Age 


Attitudes Toward Education 


Marginal 
















i ota I 




High 


Middle 




Low 










N 


% 


N 


% 


N 


% 


N 


% 


20-24 


I 


16.7 


3 


50. 0 


2 


33. 3 


6 


6.7 


25-34 


13 


38.2 


14 


41. 2 


7 


20. 6 


34 


37. 8 


35-44 


9 


37. 5 


5 


20.8 


10 


41.7 


24 


26.7 


45-54 


4 


28. 6 


6 


42.9 


4 


28. 6 


14 


15.6 


55-64 


3 


25. 0 


2 


16.7 


7 


58. 3 


12 


13. 3 


Total 


30 


33. 3 


30 


33. 3 


30 


33. 3 


90 


100. 0 



= 9.351 df = 7 .31 



Eighty-seven, or 96. 7 percent, of the teachers did not claim 
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minority group membership, and only three teachers in the sample 
belonged to a minority group. The chi-square of 6. 00 did not indicate 
significance at the .05 level (Table 21). 

TABLE 21 

BIVARIATE FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTION FOR THE 

VARIABLES MINORITY GROUP MEMBERSHIP 
AND TEACHER ATTITUDES TOWARD EDUCATION 



Minority 
Group 


Attitudes Toward Education 


Marginal 
Total 

N % 


High Middle Low 
N % N % N % 


No 

Black 

Chicano 

Native 
American 

Other 
Total 


29 33. 3 29 33.3 29 33.3 
1 100.0 0 0 
0 0 1 100.0 
0 1 100.0 0 

0 0 0 


87 96. 7 
1 1. 1 
1 1. 1 
1 1. 1 


30 33.3 30 33. 3 30 33.3 


90 100.0 


= 6.00 df = 6 .42 



Most of the teachers, 84.4 percent, had taken some graduate 



course work, and 45, 6 percent possessed either a mastcr^s degree or 

graduate work beyond the master's. It is interesting to note that 63« 3 

percent of the teachers in the high attitude category possessed either a 

master's degree or graduate work beyond the master's; whereas, for 

the low attitude category 70 percent of the teachers possessed only a 

bachelor's degree or some graduate work beyond the bachelor's (Table 
22). 
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The chi-square of lo. 131 was not significant at the .05 level. 



TABLE 22 

BIVARIAIE FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTION FOR THE 
VARIABLES COMPLETED LEVEL OF EDUCATION 
AND TEACHER ATTITUDES TOWARD EDUCATION 



Level of 


Attitudes Toward Education 


Marginal 


education 


High 
N 


% 


iviiuuie 
N 


% 


N 


% 


N 


iotai 
% 


BA or BS 


1 


7. 1 


4 


28. 6 


9 


64. 3 


14 


15. 6 


Some 

Graduate 

Work 


10 


28.6 


13 


37. 1 


12 


34. 3 


35 


38.9 


MA 


10 


43. 5 


8 


34.8 


5 


21. 7 


23 


25.6 


Graduate 
Work Be- 
yond MA 


9 


50. 0 


5 


27.8 


4 


22. 2 


18 


20. 0 


PhD or 


0 




0 




0 




0 




EdD 


















Total 


30 


33. 3 


30 


33. 3 


30 


33. 3 


90 


100. 0 




11. 386 


df = 6 .08 













Almost all of the teachers, 98. 9 percent, had more than sixteen 



undergraduate semester hours in social studies, and 48.9 percent had 
between thirty-one and forty-five semester hours. Both in the high 
attitude and middle attitude categories, 63. 3 percent of the teachers 
had more than thirty semester hours in social studies; whereas, for 
the low attitude category 80 percent of the teachers had more than 
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thirty semester hours in social studies. However, the chi-square 
needed for significance at the . 05 level was not obtained (Table 23), 

TABLE 23 

BIVARIATE FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTION FOR THE 
VARIABLES NUMBER OF UNDERGRADUATE SEMESTER 
HOURS IN SOCIAL STUDIES AND TEACHER 
ATTITUDES TOWARD EDUCATION 









Attitudes Toward Education 


Marginal 


Semester 














Total 














Hours 


High 


Middle 


Low 










N 


% 


N % 


N 


% 


N 


% 


0 


0 




0 


0 




0 




1-15 


1 


• 


0 


0 




1 


1. 1 


16-30 


10 




11 40.7 


6 


22. 2 


27 


30. 0 


31-45 


13 


29. 5 


15 34.1 


16 


36.4 


44 


48.9 


46-60 


0 




1 14. 3 


6 


85. 7 


7 


7.8 


61-75 


5 


50. 0 


3 30. 0 


2 


20. 0 


10 


11. 1 


76-90 


0 




0 


0 




0 




Over-90 


1 


100. 0 


0 


0 




1 


1. 1 


Total 


30 


33. 3 


30 33. 3 


30 


33. 3 


90 


100. 0 


X2 = 


16. 


131 


df = 10 . 10 











Approximately 58 percent of the teachers had taken graduate 



course work in the area of social studies (Table 24). However, for 
those teachers who had not taken graduate work in social studies, 47.4 
percent were in the low attitude category and the remainder, 42. 6 per- 
c«. were equally divided between the high and middle attitude cate- 
gories. For those teachers who had been one and fifteen semester 
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hours in social studies, 37. 7 percent were in the high attitude category, 
45 percent in the middle, and only 17. 5 percent in the low attitude 
catego-y. It is interesting to note that the percentages of teachers in 
the high and low attitude categories were the same, 41. 7 percent, for 
the number of graduate hours between sijrteen and thirty, with the per- 
centage of teachers in the middle attitude category being the lowest, 
16. 7 percent. 

The chi-square produced by these differences, 9.718, was sig- 
nificant at the . 05 level. 

TABLE 24 

BIVARIATE FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTION FOR THE 
VARIABLES NUMBER OF GRADUATE SEMESTER HOURS 
IN SOCIAL STUDIES AND TEACHER ATTITUDES 
TOWARD EDUCATION 



Semester 


Attitudes Toward Education 


Marginal 
Total 


Hours 


High 


Middle 




Low 






N 


% 


N 


% 


N 


% 


N 


% 


0 


10 


26.3 


10 


26. 3 


18 


47.4 


38 


42.2 


1-15 


15 


37. 5 


18 


45.0 


7 


17.5 


40 


44.5 


16-30 


5 


41.7 


2 


16.7 


5 


41.7 


12 


13.3 


Over- 30 


0 




0 




0 




0 






















Total 


3o- 


33. 3 


30 


33. 3 


30 


33. 3 


90 


100.0 


x2 = 


9. 


718 


df=4 .05* 













*p^.05 



Almost all of thf ♦eachers, 97. 7 perccnf , had over sixteen 
semester hours in unaeigraduate education courses, and 58.9 percent 
had over thirty semester hours in undergraduatt? education courses. 
It should be noted that in the low attitude category 40 percent of the . 
teachers had between thirty-one and forty-five hours in education; 
whereas, the teachers in the high and middle attitude categories had 
32 percent and 28 percent, respectively. 

The chi-square of 9. 034 did not indicate significance at the . 05 
level (Table 25). 

TABLE 25 

BIVARIATE FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTION FOR THE 
VARIABLES NUMBER OF UNDERGRADUATE SEMESTER 
HOURS IN PROFESSIONAL EDUCATION AND 
TEACHER ATTITUDES TOWARD EDUCATION 



Semester 






Attitudes 


Toward Education 


Marginal 


Hours 


High 
N % 


Middle 
N 


% 


Low 
N 


% 


Total 
N % 


0 


1 


50.0 


1 


50.0 


0 


0.0 


2 


2.2 


1-15 


0 




0 




0 




0 




16-30 


13 


37. 1 


13 


37. 1 


9 


25. 7 


35 


38.9 


31-45 


14 


28.0 


16 


32.0 


20 


40.0 


50 


55. 6 


46-60 


2 


100.0 


0 




0 




2 


2.2 


61-75 


0 




0 




1 


100. 0 


1 


1. 1 


Over-75 


















Total 


30 


33. 3 


30 


33. 3 


30 


33.3 


90 


100. 0 


X2 , 


9. 


034 df = 


8 .34 
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Most of the teachers, 84.4 percent, had taken graduate course 
work in professional education. It is interesting to n.?te that there is a 
readily apparent progression in the percentages of the first four groups 
that are represented in the high attitude and low attitude categories; 
whereas, beginning with the zero group there are increases in the per- 
centages of teachers in each group for the high attitude categories, and 
decreases in the percentages of teachers in each group for the low at- 
titude categories. However, the chi-square produced by these differ- 
ences, 17. 561, was not significant at the . 05 level (Table 26). 

TABLE 26 

BIVARIATE FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTION FOR THE 
VARIABLES NUMBER OF GRADUATE SEMESTER HOURS 
IN PROFESSIONAL EDUCATION AND TEACHER 
ATTITUDES TOWARD EDUCATION 



Semester 




Attitudes 


Toward Education 




Marginal 
















Hours 


High 


Middle 


Low 






% 




N 


% 


N 


% 


N 


% 


N 


0 


1 


7. 1 


4 


28. 6 


9 


64. 3 


14 


15.6 


1-15 


9 


25.7 


13 


37. 1 


13 


37. 1 


35 


38.9 


16-30 


12 


44.4 


8 


29. 6 


7 


25.9 


27 


30.0 


31-45 


7 


63.6 


3 


27. 3 


1 


9. 1 


11 


12.2 


46-60 


0 




1 


100. 0 


0 




1 


1. 1 


61-75 


1 


50.0 


1 


50.0 


0 




2 


2.2 


Ovcr-75 


0 




0 




0 




0 




















Total 


30 


33. 3 


30 


33. 3 


30 


33. 3 


90 


100.0 


X2 - 


17. 561 


df = 10 


.07 











ERIC 



All of the teachers in the sample were certified to teach at the 
elementary level (K-8). Because there were no differences between 
the three categories, the chi-square test of independence was not 
relevant (Table 27). 

TABVE 27 

BIVARIATE FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTION FOR THE 
VARIABLES TYPE OF TEACHING CERTIFICATE AND 
TEACHER ATTITUDES TOWARD EDUCATION 



Certificate 


Attitudes Toward Education 


Marginal 
Total 

N % 


High Middle Low 
N % N % N % 


None 

Elem. 
(K-8) 

Sec. 
(7-12) 

Other 
Total 


0 0 0 


0 


30 33.3 30 33.3 30 33.3 
0 0 0 


90 100.0 
0 


0 0 0 


0 






30 33.3 30 33.3 30 33.3 


90 100.0 



X : Cannot be Computed 



For the number of years of teaching experience at the elementary 
level (K-6) there is a readily apparent progresbion in the percentages 
of the third through fifth groups that are represented in the high at- 
titude and low attitude categories; whereas, beginning with the six to 
ten year group the percentages of teachers in each group decrease for 
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the high attitude category, and the percentages of teachers in each 
group increase for the low attitude category. The chi-square obtained, 
8.643, for the differences was not significant at the .05 level (Table 28). 



TABLE 28 

BIVARIATE FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTION FOR THE 

VARIABLES NUMBER OF YEARS OF TEACHING 
EXPERIENCE AT THE ELEMENTARY LEVEL AND 
TEACHER ATTITUDES TOWARD EDUCATION 



Years of 
Experience 


Attitudes Toward Education 


Marginal 
Total 

N % 


High Middle Low 
N % N % N % 


0 

1-5 

6-10 
1U15 
16-20 
21-25 
Over-25 

Total 


0 0 0 
5 27.8 8 44.4 5 27.8 
13 43.3 11 36.7 6 20.0 
8 36.4 5 22.7 9 40.9 
3 23. 1 3 23. 1 7 53.8 

0 1 50. 0 1 50.0 

1 20. 0 2 40.0 2 40.0 


0 

18 20.0 
30 33.3 
22 24. 4 
13 14.4 
2 2. 2 
5 5. 6 


30 33. 3 30 33. 3 30 33.3 


90 100.0 


= 


8. 643 df = 10 . 57 


Only sixteen of the teachers had secondary level (7-12) teaching 



experience, and of these, 82. 1 percent had no more than five years of 
secondary experience. The chi-square obtained, 6. 181, was not sig- 



nificant at the . 05 level (Table 29). 
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TABLE 29 

BIVARIATE FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTION FOR THE 
VARIABLES NUMBER OF YEARS OF TEACHING 
EXPERIENCE AT THE SECONDARY LEVEL AND 
TEACHER ATTITUDES TOWAR D EDUCATION 



Years of 


Attitudes Toward Education 




Total 
% 


Experience 


High 

IN /O 


Middle 

IN 


/o 


Low 

i\ 


/o 


N 


0 


25 33.8 


24 


32.4 


25 


33. 8 


74 


82 2 


1-5 


4 30. 8 


5 


38. 5 


4 


30. 8 


13 


14.4 


6-10 


1 100.0 


0 




0 




1 


1. 1 


11-15 


0 


0 




0 




0 




16-20 


0 


0 




1 


100. 0 


1 


1. 1 


21-25 


0 


1 


100. 0 


0 




1 


1. 1 


Over-25 


0 


0 




0 




0 




















Total 


30 33.3 


30 


33. 3 


30 


33. 3 


90 


100. 0 


X2 = 


6. 181 


df = 8 .63 













As Table 30 illustrates, 98.9 percent of the teachers taught in 



communities with a population of 500, 000 or less. Just over one-third 
(37. 8 percent) of the teachers taught in communities with a population 
between 10, 000 and 50, 000, and one-third (33. 3 percent) taught in com- 
munities with a population between 50, 000 and 100, 000. For the high 
attitude category, 73. 3 percent of the teachers taught in communities 
with a population of less than 100,000; whereas, for the low attitude 
category, 93, 3 percent of the teachers taught in communities with a 
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population of less than 100,000. 

The chi-square produced by these differences. 10.012. was not 

significant at the .05 level. 



TABLE 30 



BIVARIATE FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTION FOR THE 

VARIABLES POPULATION OF THE COMMUNITY 
AND TEACHER ATTITUDES TOWARD EDUCATION 



Attitudes Toward Education 



Marginal 
Total 



Population 


High 
N 


% 


Middle 
N 


% 


Low 
N 


% 1 


N 


% 


Less than 


4 


40.0 


3 


30.0 


3 


30. 0 ' 


10 


11. 1 


10,000 
















37. 8 


10,000 - 


11 


32.4 


13 


38.2 


10 


29.4 


34 


50.000 
















33. 3 


50.000 - 


1 


23.3 


8 


26.7 


15 


50.0 


30. 


200. 000 


















100.000 - 


8 


53.3 


5 


33. 3 


2 


13.3 


15 


16.7 


500. 000 
















1. 1 


500,000 - 


0 




1 


100. 0 


0 




1 



1,000.0001 

Over - 
1,000.000] 

Total 

,2 



30 33.3 



30 



33. 3 



30 



33.3 90 100.0 



10.012 df = 8 .26 
Most of the teachers, 92.2 percent, taught in public schools. 
Only seven teachers were teaching in private schools. The chi-square 
obtained, 10.012, was not significant at tu. .05 level (Table 31). 
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TABLE 31 

BIVARIATE FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTION FOR THE 
VARIABLES TYPE OF SCHOOL AND 
TEACHER ATTITUDES TOWARD EDUCATION 



^ Attitudes Toward Education Marginal 

TyP« . Total 

°^ High Middle Low 

School N % N % N % N % 

Public 28 33.7 26 31.3 29 34.9 83 92.2 

Private 2 38.6 4 57.1 1 14.3 7 7.8 

Total 30 33.3 30 33. 3 30 33.3 90 100.0 

= 2.169 df=2 .34 

Sixty-four, 71. 1 percent, of the teachers taught in schools which 
contained kindergarten through the sixth grade. It is interesting to note 
that for those teachers who taught in middle schools (grades four 
thrc . ^h six, five through eight, and six through eight) 43. 7 percent 
were in the high attitude category, 31. 3 percent were in the middle 
category, and 25 percent were in the low category (Table 32). 

The chi-square obtained for these differences, 9.901, was not 
significant at the . 05 level. 



-68- 



TABLE 32 

BIVARIATE FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTION FOR THE 

VARIABLES GRADE LEVELS IN THE SCHOOL 
AND TEACHER ATTITUDES TOWARD EDUCATION 



Grade 
Level 


Attitudes Toward Education 


Marginal 


High 

IN 


/o 


Middle 

iN 


/o 


Low 

IN 


70 


TVT 


Total 

of 
70 


J\ - D 


21 


32. 8 


30 


31. 3 


23 


35.9 


64 


71. 1 


K-4 


0 




2 


100. 0 


0 




2 


2. 2 


2-6 


1 


25. 0 


2 


50. 0 


1 


25. 0 


4 


4.4 


4-6 


1 


50. 0 


1 


50. 0 


0 




2 


2.2 


5-8 


4 


36.4 


3 


27. 3 


4 


36.4 


11 


12.2 


6-8 


2 


66.7 


1 


33. 3 


0 




3 


3.3 


1-8 


0 




1 


50. 0 


1 


50. 0 


2 


2. 2 


K-12 


1 


50. 0 


0 


0. 0 


1 


50. 0 


2 


2.2 


Total 


30 


33. 3 


30 


33. 3 


30 


33. 3 


90 


100. 0 



= 9.901 df =14 .77 



The percentages of teachers in each of the three groups; fourth^ 
fifth, and sixth grade, were 33« 3 percent, 35. 6 percent, and 31« 1 per- 
cent, respectively. For the fourth grade group, 43, 3 percent of the 
teachers were in the middle attitude category, and in the fifth grade 
group, 40, 6 percent of the teachers were in the high attitude category* 

In the sixth grade group, 39« 3 percent of the teachers were in the 

low attitude category, in contrast to 28* 6 percent in the high attitude 
category (Table 33), 
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TABLE 33 

BIVARIATE FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTION FOR THE 

VARIABLES TEACHING ASSIGNMENT 
AND TEACHER ATTITUDES TOWARD EDUCATION 



Grade 


Attitude 


s Toward Education 




Marginal 


Level 


High 
N % 


Middle 
N 


% 


Low 
N 


% 


N 


% 


Fourth 


9 30.0 


13 


43. 3 


8 


26. 7 


30 


33.3 


Fifth 


13 40.6 


8 


25. 0 


11 


34.4 


32 


35.6 


Sixth 


8 28. 6 


9 


32. 1 


11 


39.3 


28 


31. 1 


Total 


30 33.3 


30 


33. 3 


30 


33. 3 


90 


100.0 


X2 = 


3. 088 df = 4 


. 54 













Eighty percent of the teachers taught in self-contained classrooms. 
The percentages of teachers in each of the three categories for the self- 
contained group increased from the low to the high categories, with 
29. 2 percent in the high category, 34. 7 in the middle, and 36. 1 in the 
low category. Just the opposite was true for the departmentalized 
group, there were 41.7 percent in the high category, 33. 3 percent in 
the middle, and 25 percent in the low category (Table 34). 

The chi-square for these differences, 4.083, was not significant 
at the . 05 level. 
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TABLE 34 

BIVARIATE FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTION FOR THE 

VARIABLES SCHOOL ORGANIZATIONAL PLAN 
AND TEACHER ATTITUDES TOWARD EDUCATION 



Organizational 
Plan 



Self-contained 

Depart- 
mentalized 

Other 
Total 



Attitudes Toward Education 



Marginal 
Total 



ligh 



5 41.7 

4 66. 7 1 
50 33.3 30 



Middle 




Low 






% 


N 


% 


N 


% 


1 N 


25 


34.7 


26 


36. 1 


72 


80.0 


4 


33. 3 


3 


25.0 


12 


13. 3 


1 


16.7 


1 


16.7 


6 


6.7 


30 


33. 3 


30 


33. 3 


90 


100.0 



X"- = 4. 083 df = 4 .40 

The final set of relationships involved teacher attitudes and the 
percentage of minority group student, in the teacher's classroon.. 
Nearly half. 47.8 percent, of the teachers identified zero students in 
their classrooms as belonging to a minority group. Forty-two. 46. 7 
percent, of the teachers identified between one and twenty percent of 
their students as belonging to a minority group. Of this group, 28. 6 
percent of the teachers were in the high attitude category, and 35.7 
percent in each of the middle and low attitude categories (Table 35). 

The chi-square produced for these differences. 7.033. was not 
significant at the .05 level. 
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TABLE 35 

BIVARIATE FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTION FOR THE 
VARIABLES PERCENTAGE OF MINORITY GROUP 
STUDENTS AND TEACHER ATTITUDES 
TOWARD EDUCATION 



Percentage 
of Minority 
Group 
Students 


Attitu 


des Toward Education 




Marginal 

Tofa 1 


High 
N % 


Middle 
N % 


Low 
N 


% 


N 


% 


0 


16 37.2 


12 


27.9 


15 


34. 9 


43 


47.8 


1-20 


12 28.6 


15 


35.7 


15 


35.7 


42 


46. 7 


21-40 


2 66.7 


1 


33. 3 


0 




3 


3.3 


41-50 


0 


1 


100. 0 


0 




1 


1. 1 


51-60 


0 


1 


100.0 


0 




1 


1. 1 


61-80 


0 


0 




0 




0 




Over-80 


0 


0 




0 




0 




















Total 


30 33.3 


30 


33. 3 


30 


33.3 


90 


100. 0 




7.033 df = 


8 . 53 













Chi-square tests of independence were used to investigate the 
relationships between seventeen biographic variables and teacher atti- 
tudes toward education. Only one of these variables » the number of 
graduate semester hours in social studies^ was found to have a statist- 
tically significant relationship with teacher attitudes toward education. 
Significant relationships were not found between teacher attitudes 
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toward education and the sex of the teacher; the age of the teacher; the 
minority group membership of the teacher; completed level of educa- 
tion; the number of rndergraduate semester hours in social studies; 
the number of undergraduate semester hours in professional education; 
the number of graduate semester hours in professional education; the 
type of teaching certificate held by the teacher; the number of years 
teaching experience at the elementary level; the number of years of 
teaching experience at the secondary level; the population of the com- 
munity in which the teacher was employed; the type of school in which 
the teacher was employed; the grade levels contained in the school; the 
present teaching assignment; the school organizational plan; and, the 
percentage minority group students in the teacher's classroom. 

Summa ry 

This chapter included the presentation of the data related to five 
areas: description of the sample; descriptive statistical analysis of the 
teachers' attitudes toward education; the testing of the four major hy- 
potheses and the eleven sub-hypotheses; the intercorrelatio between 
the ratings given to the behavioral objectives and the teacher attitude 
scores; and, finally^ an examination of the relationships between the 
biographic variables and the teachers' attitudes toward education. The 
examination of the teachers' attitudes revealed that the majority of the 
teachers sampled in this investigation held progressive attitudes to- 
ward education, and only about one-fourth could be classified as having 



traditional attitudes. 

In testing the null hypotheses, significant differences were found 
to exist between the teachers* attitudes toward education and the im- 
portance given to the total set of affective domain objectives and to the 
highest level within the affective domain, characterization. 

The intercorrelations between the ratings given to the behavioral 
objectives and the teacher attitude scores produced a number of sta- 
tistically significant relationships. The most significant were: the 
relationship between the A minus scores and the traditional scores; 
the minus scores and the progressive scores; the relationship 
between progressive scores and the traditional scores; and, the re- 
lationship between the total cognitive domain scores and the total affec- 
tive domain scores. 

Finally, only one biographic variable, the number of graduate 
semester hours in social studies, was found to be statistically related 
to teacher attitudes toward education. 



CHAPTER IV 

SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

This chapter contains a summary of the design of the study » 
major findings, conclusions, and implications. In addition, recom- 
mendations for further research are included. 

Summary of the Design of the Study 

Purpose of the Study 

The purpose of this study was to investigate the relationships 
between the two basic factors, Progressivism and Traditionalism, 
th»t underlie attitudes toward education, and the range of behavioral 
objectives teachers consider important for students to achieve. 

The specific questions this study endeavored to answer were; 
when teachers rate a range of behavioral objectives as to how impor- 
tant they are for students to achieve: 

1« Is there a relationship between the teacher^s attitudes to- 
ward education, progressive and traditional, and the importance 
given to behavioral objectives in the cognitive domain and those within 
the effective domain? 

2. Is there a relationship between the teacher's attitudes to- 
ward education, progressive and traditional, and the importance given 

to behavioral objectives at the major taxonomic levels within the 

-74- 



-75. 

cognitive domain and the affective domain? 



Hypotheses 

Four major hypotheses and eleven sub-hypotheses were tested in 
an attempt to answer the above questions. Stated in the null form the 
four major hypotheses tested in the study were: 



Hypothesis 1: 



Hypothesis 2: 



Hypothesis 3: 



Hypothesis 4: 



There is no significant difference between teacher 
attitudes toward education, progressive and tradi- 
tional, and the importance given to co,^nitive domain 
behavioral objectives. 

There is no significant difference between teacher 
attitudes toward education, progressive and tradi- 
tional, and the importance given to behavioral ob- 
jectives at each of the major taxonomic levels in the 
cognitive domain. 

There is no significav difference between teacher 
attitudes toward education, progressive and tradi- 
tional, and the importance given to affective domain 
behavioral objectives. 

There is no significant difference between teacher 
attitudes toward education, progressive and tradi- 
tional, and the importance given to behavioral ob- 
jectives at each of the major taxonomic levels in 
the affective domain* 



Research Design 

Three measuring instruments were employed in conducting the 
study. Education Scale VI, developed by Kerlinger (1956, 1958, 1961, 
1963, 1967), measures progressive and traditional attitudes toward 
education, and Behavioral Objectives: Social Studies - Intermediate, 
selected by the investigator from five published sets of objectives, 
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consists of 130 behavioral objectives with all major taxonoi.iic levels 
in both domains represented^ were the instriunents used to measure 
teacher attitudes toward education and to iaentify tnose behavioral 
objectives teachers consider important for students to achieve. In 
addition, each of the participating teachers completed a data sheet 
that requested biographic information* 

One-hundred and forty fourth, fifth, and sixth grade teachers, 
with a minimum of two years of experience at the elementary level, 
were asked to complete the three instruments. The sample was 
selected from a group of teachers who had either participated in a 
one-day workshop on the writing of behavioral objectives, conducted 
by the investigator during the 1972-1973 school year, and/or were 
known by the investigator to be attempting to write and use behavioral 
objectives as the basis for their instructional planning. All of the 
teachers were from seven school districts in the central and south- 
eastern sections of the lower peninsula of the state of Michigan. Of 
this group, ninety teachers returned all three measuring instruments, 
tuerefore, the lindings of this investigation were based on 64. 3 per- 
cent of the total group included in the sample. 

To investigate the relationships identified the sample was 
divided into thirds; high, middle, and low teacher attitude groups. 
The A (Progressivism) minus B (Traditionalism) score of the Edu- 
cation Scale VI was the basis us^d for dividing the sample. 
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The analysis of the data involved: a descriptive statistical 
analysis of the teachers' attitudes toward education; the testing of the 
four major hypotheses and eleven suj-hypotheses using a one-way 
analysis of variance, F test, and t tests; the use of the Pearson pro- 
duct-moment correlation to determine the degree of relationship be* 
tween the teacher atticud*^ scores and the ratings given to the behav- 
ioral objectives; and finally, the use of the chi-square test of indep- 
endence to examine the relationships between the biographic variables 
and teacher attitudes toward education. 

Major Findings 

The summarization of the findings has been organized under four 
major divisions; teacher attitudes toward education; the sti'tisticai teats 
of the hypotheses; the intercorrelations between the ratings given to the 
behavioral objectives and the teacher attitude scores; and the relation- 
ships between the biographic variables and teacher attitudes toward 
education. 

Teacher Attitudes Toward Education 

The examination of the scores obtained on the Education Scale 
VI revealed that the majority of teachers sampled in this investigation, 
83 percent p held progressive attitudes !:oward education, and only 17 
percent could be classified as having traditional attitudes. The pro- 
gressive attitude scores obtained for the total sample varied from 
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7, 30 to 16, 0 with the mean being 12, 50, The traditional attitude 
Bcores varied from 3. 60 to 14* 90 with the mean being 9* 40, 

Statistical Tests of the Hypotheses 

The A minus score on the Education Scale VI was the criterion 
used to divide the sample into thirds; high, middle, and low teacher 
attitude groups. All three groups were used in the testing of the hy- 
potheses. 

Thirteen tests of mean differences were used to test the null 
hypotheses. Asa result, one major hypothesis and one sub- 
hypothesis were rejected, and one major hypothesis and ten sub- 
hypotheses were retained. 

Significant- differences were found between the three teacher 
attitude groups and the importance given to the total set of affective 
domain objectives. The t statistic obtained in the test of mean dif- 
ferences between groups was . 74 for the high and middle groups, 
which was not significant at the . 05 level. However, the t statistic 
obtained between the high group and the low group was Z. IZ, which 
was significant at the . 01 level. The t statistic obtained between the 
middle and low groups was 1. 98. This was significant at the . 05 
level. An analysis of variance yielded a F statistic of 3.93, which 
was significant at the .05 level. 

In addition, significant differences were found between the three 
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teacher attitude sroups and the importance given to the objectives at 
the highest level in the affective domain, characterization. The t sta- 
tistic obtained in the test of mean differences between groups was .99 
for the high and middle groups, which was not significant at the .05 
level. However, the t statistic obtained between the high group and 
the low group was 3. 77, which was significant at the . 01 level. The 
t statistic obtained between the middle and low groups was 2.78, and 
was significant at the .01 level. The F statistic, 7.66, was the 
highest obtained for any of the tests of means, and was significant at 
the .01 level. 

No significant differences were found between the three attitude 
groups and the importance given to the total set of cognitive domain 
objectives, nor to those objectives at each of the six taxonomic levels 
within the cognitive domain. It is interesting to note that the F statis- 
tic obtained for the relationship between the three teacher attitude 
groups and the importance given to the objectives at the cognitive level 
of knowledge was 2.83. which was the highest F statistic obtained for 
any level within the cognitive domain, and suggests that a relationship 
does exist between the teachers' attitudes toward education and how 
they rate knowledge level objectives. However, to be significant at 
the .05 level a F statistic of 3. 11 was needed. 

Similarly, no significant differences were found betweea the 

three teacher attitude groups and the importance given to tho.ie objec- 
tives at the receiving, responding, valuing, and organization levels 
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within the affective domain. 

Intercor relations 

The Pearson product-moment correlation was used to determine 
the degree of relationship between the three teacher attitude scores 
and the ratings given to all cognitive and affective domain objectives. 
A number of these relationships were statistically significant at the 
.05 level and above. The most significant were: the relationship 
between minus B scores and the traditional scores, £ = 95; the 
A minus B scores and the progressive scores, £= .88; the relation- 
ship between the progressive scores and the traditional scores, 
r = -. 63; and. the relationship between the total cognitive domain 
scores and the total affective domain scores, £= .61. All of these 
correlation coefficients were significant at the .01 level. 

Biographic V ariables and Teacher Attitudes 

Chi-square tests of independence were used to investigate the 
relationships between seventeen biographic variables and teacher at- 
titudes toward education. Only one of these variables, the number of 
graduate semester hours in social studies, was found to have a sta- 
tistically significant relationship with teacher attitudes toward edu- 
cation. Significant relationships were not found between teacher at- 
titudes toward education and the sex of the teacher; the age of the 
teacher; the minority group membership of the teacher; completed 
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level of education; the number of undergraduate semester hours in 
social studies; the number of undergraduate semester hours in pro- 
fessional education; the number of graduate semester hours in pro- 
fessional education; the type of teaching certificate held by the teacher; 
the number of years teaching experience at the elementary level; the 
number of years of teaching experience at the secondary level; the 
population of the community in which the teacher was employed; the 
type of school in which the teacher was employed; the grade levels con- 
tained in the school; the present teaching assignment; the school organ- 
izational plan; and, the percentage of minority group students in the 
teacher's classroom. 

Conclusions 

In light of the hypotheses described and the finding*^ reported the 
following conclusions appear to be appropriate for this investigation. 

1. There was a significant relationship between the teacher's 
attitudes toward education, progressive and traditional, and the im- 
portance given to affective domain objectives. The results of the in- 
vestigation indicated that the more progressive the teacher the greater 
the value placed upon affective domain objectives in general and more 
specifically, the more progressive the teacher the greater the value 
placed upon those objectives at the highest level in the affective domain, 
characterization. 
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2. There was little evidence from the study that the teacher's 
attitudes toward education^ progressive and traditional, made a sig- 
nificant difference in the importance given to cognitive domain ob- 
jectives in general, nor to the objectives at each of the six levels in 
the cognitive domain. However, it should be noted that even though 
the relationship between the teacher^ s attitudes toward education and 
the importance given to the objectives at the cognitive level of kno\t- 
ledgc was not statistically significant at the , 05 level, this relation- 
ship was the strongest for any level within the cognitive domain, and 
suggests that the more traditional the teacher the greater the value 
placed upon those objectives at the lowest level in the cognitive do-- 
main. 

3, The results of the investigation indicated a significant re- 
lationship between the teacher's attitudes toward education, progres- 
sive and traditional, and the number of graduate semeste.' hours in 
social studies. Those teachers in the sample who were classified as 
being highly progressive had taken more graduate courses in social 
studies than the middle progressive group and the low progressive/ 
traditional group. 

Implications 

Although a number of educators. Baker and Popham (1973), 
Goodlad. ct al. (1966), Harnack (1968). Oliver (1965), and Tyler 
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(1950), among others, have identified the value system of the teacher 
as being an important factor in the selection and utilization of behavior 
al objectives, this investigator, in reviewing the literature, did not 
find any research studies that dealt specifically with this topic. Thus, 
the value of this investigation was related to providing a clearer under 
standing of those factors which influence the teacher decision-making 
process in the selection of behavioral objectives. 

The selection and use of behavioral objectives at the classroom 
level has been characterized by a gap between educational theory and 
practice (Atkin, 1968). A conflict exists between the types and levels 
of objectives recommended by curriculum planners for social studies 
with the emphasis being on higher level cognitive and affective domain 
behaviors (Gall, 1966; Goodlad, et al. , 1966) and the types of objec- 
tives teachers select to teach, with the emphasis being on the two 
lowest levels in the cognitive domain, knowledge and comprehension 
(Cox, 1971; Miles and Robinson, 1971; Popham, 1969a; Walbesser, 
1972). 

According to Pophair and Baker (1970) the first step in re- 
solving the above conflict should involve; first, an analysis of the 
value system of the teacher, and second, a taxonomic analysis of the 
behavioral objectives recommended by curriculum planners and the 
objectives teachers select to teach. Moreover, they contend that an 
analysis of the relationship between these two factors should enable 



-84- 

teachers and curriculum planners to identify and to discard those ob- 
jectives both groups consider unimportant for students to achieve. 

Based on the above rationale proposed by Popham and Baker, 
this study investigated the relationships between teacher attitudes to- 
ward education and the types and levels of behavioral objectives 
teachers consider important for students to achieve. 

The findings of this investigation have revealed that the atti- 
tudes a teacher holds toward edication^ progressive and traditional > 
influence the types and levels of objectives he/she considers im- 
portant for students to achieve; specifically, those objectives in the 
affective domain. 

If, as this study has revealed, the attitudes a teacher holds to- 
ward education influence the decision-making process in the selection 
of the specific behavioral objectives, and if as Oliver (1965) contends, 
the teacher makes the final chc ice as to what will be taught, then the 
major question for teachers, curriculum planners and state depart- • 
ments of education should be: What implications does this have for 
school districts which are distributing ready-made sets of behavioral 
objectives to teachers on which to base their classroom practices? 

This question is especially pertinent in light of the findings of 
this investigation with regard to affective domain objectives. Many of 
the recent sets of behavioral objectives that are being written and 
distributed by state departments of education and national curriculum 
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projects contai.i a large number of affective domain objectives. If 
these objectives are going to become the basis for instructional 
planning, as is being recommended by the sponsoring agencies; then 
the successful implementation of such objectives is going to have to 
involve more than just distributing them to teachers. There is a 
definite need for inservice training programs that not only involve the 
procedures and methodology needed to implement such objectives, but 
also that involve the exploration of the teacher's attitudes toward edu- 
cation and behavioral objectives in general, and toward specific types 
and levels of behavioral objectives. 

In order for teachers to successfully teach toward specific 
learner behaviors the teacher must feel comfortable with and con- 
vincec of the value of such behaviors (Baker and Popham, 1973)* This 
is particularly true with regard to learner behaviors in the area of 
values and attitudes, the affective domain. The fact that such objec- 
tives are recommended by authorities in curriculum planning does not 
guarantee their implementation in the classroom. As Popham and 
Baker (1970) suggest, teachers need an opportunity to explore their 
feelings about such objectives, to challenge the desirability of recom- 
mended behavioral objectives, and to receive help and support in their 
implementation. Thus, there is a definite need for inservice programs 
that deal specifically with these issues. 
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Recommendations for Further Research 

1. This study should be replicated with a larger sample. The 
findings of this study were limited by the fact that the majority of 
teachers in the sample held progressive attitudes toward education. 
Hopefully, a larger sample would contain a more even distribution be- 
tween progressive and traditional teachers, 

2. This study should be replicated with other grade levels and 
subject areas to ascertain the differences and similarities in the types 
and levels of behavioral objectives which are considered important for 
students to achieve. 

3. This study dealt with only two factors in the teacher deci- 
sion-making processes, progressive and traditional attitudes toward 
education. Re&earch is needed to identify other factors that influence 
teacher decision-making in the selection and implementation of be- 
havioral objectives. 

4. This investigation dealt with the teacher decision-making 
pro . S8 in the selection of behavioral objectives. Decision-making 
related to other aspects of the use of behavioral objectives in the 
classroom, such as instructional activities , instructional materials, 
and evaluation would be an important concern for further research. 

5. Research is needed to determine how important teachers 
feel the behavioral objectives that are being written and distributed by 
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state departments of education are for students to achieve. This infor 
mation would point out the differences and similarities between the 
various groups and hopefully provide a basis for resolving these dif- 
ferences, 

6* Research studies need to be conducted that involve students, 
parents, and other members of the school community to determine 
what behaviors they consider important for the school to encourage. 
Such information is especially important when dealing with affective 
domain behaviors. 
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BEHAVIORAL OBJECTIVES 



Social Studies - Intermediate (4-6) 

The following (pages 1--9) is a list of 130 behavioral objectives 
that were selected from sets of behavioral objectives that were written 
by teachers and social studies consultants for students in grades 4 
through 6, These sets of objective.^ have been used nationally by hund* 
reds of teachers in over 40 school districts. 

You are now being asked to respond to each objective by consid* 
ering how important you feel it is for students in grades 4 through 6 to 
achieve each of the following objectives. 

Instructions for Behavioral Objectives Response Sheet 

1. Consider each of the behavioral objectives separately. 

2. On the sheets provided, respond to how important you feel it is 
for students to achieve that specific objective by circling the 
appropriate number on a continuum from 1 through 5. 

Not Important Very Important 

To Achieve To Achieve 

1 2 3 4 5 

3. After completing the Behavioral Objective Response SheetSi 
please return just these sheets with the General Information 
Questionnaire and the Educational Scale VI in the stamped 
self-addressed envelope. 
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Please respond to the following questions. Do not sign your name. 



1, Sex: Male Female_ 



2, Age: a) 20-24 

b) 25-34 

c) 35-44 

d) ^45-54 

e) 55-64. 

f ) O ver 65 

3, Are you a member of one of these minority groups? 

a) No 

b) Black (Afro -American) 

c) I^Chicano (Mexican-American) 

d) ^Native American (American Indian) 

e) ^Other 

4, Completed level of education: 

a) BA and/or BS Degree 

b) Some graduate work (number of credit hours ) 

c) MA Degree 

(1) ^Some grariuate work beyond MA (number of credit 



hours 



e) Ph. D. or Ed D. 

5. Number of undergraduate credit hours in the area of social studies 
(anthropology, economics, geography, history, political science, 
psychology, sociology): 

6. Number of graduate credit hours in the area of social studies: 



7, Number of undergraduate credit hours in professional education 
courses: 
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8. Number of graduate credit hours in professional education 
courses: 



9. Teaching Certificate: 

a) None 

b) Elementary (K-8) 

c) ^Secondary (7-12) 

d) ^Other 

10. Number of years of teaching experience at the elementary level 
(K-6): 



11. Number of years of teaching experience at the secondary level 
(7-12): 

12. What is the population of the city or community in which you teach? 

a) Less than 10, 000 

b) 10, 000 - 50,000 

c) 50,000 - 100,000 

d) 100, 000 - 500, 000 

e) 500,000 - 1,000,000 

f ) ^Over 1,000,000 

13. What is the type of school in which you teach? 

a) Public School 

b) Private School (Parochial School) 

14. What grade levels are contained in the school in which you teach 
(i.e. K-6)? 

15. What is your current teaching assignment (grade level)? 

16. What is the type of school organizational plan in which you teach? 

a) ^Self-contained classroom (teach all or the majority 

of Bchcol subjects) 

b) Departn entalized (Specialize in one or two subject 
areas) 

c) ^Other 
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What is the approximate percent of minority group students 
(Afro-American, Mexican-American, American Indian) in your 
classroom? 

a) ^0 

b) 1-20 

c) ^21-40 

d) ^41-50 

e) 51-60 

f) ^61-80 

g) Over 80 



APPENDIX C 
Frequency Distribution and Mean of 
Rating Given to Each Behavioral 
Objective by the Total Sample 
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